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			Note on orthography

			Throughout the text we include terms from a range of languages, mostly signalled by italics. 

			The Khoekhoegowab language spoken in ‘Etosha-Kunene’ by Nama, Damara/ǂNūkhoen, Haiǁom and ǁUbun deploys four click consonants signalled by the following symbols: | = the ‘tutting’ sound made by bringing the tongue softly down from behind the front teeth (dental click); ǁ = the clucking sound familiar in urging on a horse (lateral click); ! = a popping sound like mimicking the pulling of a cork from a wine bottle (alveolar click); ǂ = a sharp, explosive click made as the tongue is flattened and then pulled back from the palate (palatal click). 

			We use modern orthography for ethnic identifying terms such as omuHerero (sing.) ovaHerero (pl.), aaWambo, etc., unless when quoting directly, in which case we use the terms as written in the quoted text.
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Preface

			Kletus Likuwa1 

			It is noteworthy that this book detailing conversations on conservation comes at a time when Namibia remains greatly worried about environmental and biodiversity destruction, worries expressed through the international community and under the auspices of the United Nations. The need to conserve and use environmental resources sustainably so as to reduce poverty and hunger amongst communities is also clearly paramount in the contemporary moment. This book is thus a welcome addition to our knowledge on histories of conservation in Namibia, spanning colonial to post-colonial periods. 

			The authors neatly detail the destruction of biodiversity by early European hunters and traders, and the exploitation and impoverishment of Africans in this process, a sad reality that occurred even before the formal establishment of colonial or imperial control over Namibia by Germany in 1884. The authors further show how this exploitation of natural resources continued until 1907 when Game Reserve No. 2 was established, parts of which were later gazetted as the Etosha and Skeleton Coast National Parks during the South African colonial administration in former South West Africa. 

			The authors revisit and examine the colonial fortress approach to conservation, when humans were separated from animals, and the massive social, economic, and psychological impacts these actions had upon African communities, as well as upon the continent’s ecology as a whole. Discussions about, for example, the history of the removal of Haiǁom from Etosha in the 1950s, and the efforts to resettle them in reallocated commercial farms after Namibia’s Independence, detail a nexus between the colonial devastation of community livelihoods and the marginal attempts by the post-colonial state to redress colonial imbalances. Indeed, the multiple displacements documented in this book—caused by conservation as well as other historical dynamics in north-west Namibia—make visible the significant social challenges faced by conservation praxis in the present.  

			The concept of anachronism seems appropriate here in this study of the history of conservation. Anachronism in history refers to perceived or actual chronological inconsistencies between historical and present arrangements, a perspective that certainly reflects the complexities between present needs and past circumstances documented in this volume. At the same time, and as foregrounded in this book’s engagements with transformations, change and continuities in conservation approaches in Namibia, the study of the past remains crucial to understand the factors and forces shaping conservation and community concerns in the present. 

			The authors further emphasise that, despite changes from fortress conservation towards a community-inclusive conservation approach, it is still necessary to ensure that externally imposed forms of conservation should promote equal benefit-sharing without regard to race or ethnicities. 

			The book provides an opportunity for readers to explore the conflicting or harmful actions of, for example, giraffe herbivory on key tree species and the wider effects this may cause on biodiversity generally; the human impacts of waterpoint establishment possibly contributing to plains and mountain zebra hybridisation; the politics of water infrastructures in community conservation, often associated with elephant impacts in north-west Namibia; the use of technology such as GIS or SMART technologies in tracking lions and reducing human-wildlife conflicts; how community members such as young people living near national parks understand biodiversity and its benefits; and how communities continue to seek affirmation of their heritage and environmental knowledge, as well as access to local resources under current conservation regimes. 

			This book links the past to the present and future, presenting as the core aim of conservation efforts the hope that formerly excluded Africans can obtain improved benefits; such as income from tourism, or access to resources for sustenance and exchange. The book presents research that successfully answers the question permeating all conversations in the volume, namely: ‘how can the conservation of biodiversity-rich landscapes come to terms with the past, given historical contexts of social exclusion and marginalisation?’

			This volume presents examples of historical exclusions and exploitations of African communities during historical colonial conservation development, and the transformations to processes and policies since Namibia’s Independence that have aimed to address these imbalances through Community-Based Natural Resources Management (CBNRM) projects. The authors show that financial and institutional challenges continue to impede some conservation efforts, to the detriment of formerly marginalised communities and their fragile gains. 

			The book raises central issues in conservation that could contribute to policy reforms and practices that are mutually beneficial to both humans and wildlife. It also shares conversations derived from various stakeholders of diverse backgrounds, weaving these divergent observations and experiences into a coherent narrative of conservation histories in Namibia. 

			The knowledge shared in this book presents an opportunity to shape a new way of thinking about conservation transformations which will improve the practice of stakeholders in the conservation spectrum. A particularly important aspect raised by some authors is the heritage dimension, which is linked to the desire of a community to replicate past best practices, and to retain the material and spiritual use of their natural resources within the reformed post-colonial conservation environment. 

			This link between past and present observations and experiences of community members highlights the implications for present conservation practices, pointing towards new directions for conservation efforts. The notion of past, present and future entanglements of multiple conservation histories raises the further question of how educators or scholars should teach the contested heritage and histories of conservation at secondary and tertiary levels, and how these issues could impact on curriculum reforms to conservation histories and heritage studies. 

			Centrally, the book posits critical and plural thinking around issues of land and local resources ownership, as well as equal benefit-sharing within conservation approaches. It offers an immense contribution to knowledge on conservation practices in Namibia and beyond. 

			Any ardent seeker of knowledge on conservation practices should take the opportunity to read and become informed by the arguments presented in this book, and thereby become empowered to make informed choices regarding their practices in the conservation arena. I heartily recommend it to academic and other audiences as an addition to our knowledge on conservation histories and transformations in Namibia.

			

			
				
						1	Senior Researcher and Historian, University of Namibia.


				

			

		

		
		

			
Etosha-Kunene conservation conversations: 
An introduction

			Sian Sullivan, Ute Dieckmann and Selma Lendelvo

			©2024 S. Sullivan, U. Dieckmann & S. Lendelvo, CC BY-NC 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0402.00

			Abstract

			This introductory chapter describes how the Etosha-Kunene Histories research project, for which this edited volume forms a key contribution, addresses the challenge of conserving biodiversity-rich landscapes in Namibia’s north-central and north-west regions, while reconciling historical contexts of social exclusion and marginalisation. This edited volume, originating from an international workshop held in July 2022, explores the intricate interplay between local and global events shaping the “Etosha-Kunene” conservation landscape. The workshop featured diverse participants from Namibian institutions, international universities, and various conservation organisations. Our discussions emphasised the complex histories and contemporary dynamics of conservation policies, highlighting the tension between biodiversity protection and social equity. The volume is organised into five parts: historical policy analysis, post-Independence conservation approaches, ecological management issues, the impact of historical contexts on contemporary landscapes and communities, and lion conservation within Community-Based Natural Resource Management frameworks. This work aims to contribute to sustainable and inclusive conservation practices that honour both the region’s natural and cultural heritage.
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			Map of “Etosha-Kunene”. The pale orange areas are conservancies on communal land; the darker orange areas are tourism concessions; the hatched areas show the boundaries of freehold farms held under private tenure; the solid black line is the boundary of Kunene Region. Etosha National Park (ENP) is in the centre, and the pale shaded areas in the west constitute the Skeleton Coast National Park (SCNP). The green markers are the Haiǁom resettlement farms Seringkop and Ondera, to the south and east of ENP respectively. © Ute Dieckmann, CC BY-NC-ND 4.0.

			
			Introduction

			How can the conservation of biodiversity-rich landscapes come to terms with the past, given historical contexts of social exclusion and marginalisation? This question anchors the Etosha-Kunene Histories research project,1 for which this edited volume forms a key contribution. The volume brings together presentations shared in an international online workshop held in July 2022 and entitled “Etosha-Kunene Conservation Conversations: Knowing, Protecting and Being-with Nature, from Etosha Pan to the Skeleton Coast”, complemented by additional relevant contributions.2 

			Our aim with this workshop was to support an in-depth, cross-disciplinary, multi-stakeholder conversation about conservation histories and concerns, focusing on the variously connected “Etosha-Kunene” areas of north-central and north-west Namibia. This regional focus stretches from the resettlement farm of Tsintsabis to the east of Etosha National Park (ENP), westwards to the Skeleton Coast National Park (SCNP) along the Atlantic Ocean, as shown in the above map. These national parks and their neighbouring conservation designations comprise shifting, overlapping and contiguous territories that are also home to diverse Indigenous3 and historically marginalised peoples. In bringing together an array of perspectives on this specific region, we emphasise the complex historical and contemporary weave of ‘local and global events and processes’4 that have worked together to create “Etosha-Kunene” today as a globalised conservation and cultural landscape.5 

			Participants in our July 2022 workshop came from diverse backgrounds in relation to the Etosha-Kunene regional focus of our project. In Namibia they included the Ministry of Environment, Forestry and Tourism (MEFT), the Lion Rangers Programme, Save the Rhino Trust (SRT), the University of Namibia (UNAM), Ongava Research Centre, Gobabeb Namib Research Institute, Etendeka Mountain Camp and Tsintsabis Trust. We also welcomed colleagues from Oxford Brookes University, the University of the Witwatersrand, the University of Aberdeen, Universität Hamburg, School for Field Studies—Kenya Programme, the University of Göttingen, and the University of Wageningen; as well as Etosha-Kunene Histories project researchers at Bath Spa University, the University of Cologne and UNAM. The present volume represents this diversity. It also follows an established praxis in “Namibian Studies” of bringing together work by authors at different moments of their academic and professional careers.6

			As acknowledged by the UN Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) for 2015-2030, this is a global moment saturated with simultaneous losses in biological, linguistic and cultural diversities.7 SDG15 concerning Life on Land thus aims to ‘ensure the conservation, restoration and sustainable use of terrestrial ecosystems’ (SDG15.1), in part through protecting globally agreed ‘key biodiversity areas (KBAs)’.8 Listed KBAs include Etosha National Park (ENP) and the Hobatere Tourism Concession on ENP’s western boundary. Ecosystem and biodiversity protections, however, can sit uneasily with other SDGs, such as SDG10 aiming for equitable development and reduced inequalities alongside political inclusion, irrespective of differences such as ethnicity, sex, age and gender identity (SDG10.2). 

			
			To respond to these potential sources of complexity and friction, we aimed for our workshop to provide a platform for a conversation on conservation policies and practices in “Etosha-Kunene”, taking historical perspectives and diverse natural and cultural histories into account. Weaving the manifold histories, knowledges and practices of diverse actors together with various historical and contemporary conservation policies and practices will, we hope, contribute positively to future conservation aspirations and practices for the region.

			The territory we are calling “Etosha-Kunene” stretches from Etosha Pan to the Skeleton Coast, and has been subjected to a long history of nature conservation initiatives. In 1907, “Game Reserve No. 2” was established by the former German colonial state of Deutsch-Südwestafrika (1884–1915) as one of three Game Reserves (Wildschutzgebiete) in which access to so-called “game” animals was restricted—on paper at least, given the enormous land areas involved and the difficulties of policing these areas. Game Reserve No. 2 stretched in varying configurations from the current ENP to the Kunene River in the north-west and the Atlantic Ocean in the west, with diverse peoples living in this area. During the time Namibia was formally governed by South Africa (1920–1990), various boundary changes took place for political and ecological reasons.9 Etosha National Park in the east (declared a National Park in 1967), and SCNP along the Atlantic Ocean in the west (declared a National Park in 1971), were established according to a model of fortress conservation, i.e. protecting nature from people. Commercial hunting and tourism concessions were also created in the space between these two formal conservation territories. Conservation policies and practices in these colonial and apartheid periods are reviewed in detail in Chapters 1 and 2. 

			After Namibia gained Independence in 1990, the government addressed the legacy of colonial conservation politics through several governance reforms. Being part of remaining communally-managed land, areas west and north of ENP became deeply woven into Community-Based Natural Resources Management (CBNRM) approaches through the establishment of communal area conservancies, community forests and contractual arrangements with tourism concessions and investors.10 In these communal land areas, the emphasis has instead been on protecting nature with people—as reviewed in Chapter 3. Numerous conservancies and community forests west and north of ENP are now present in Etosha-Kunene, where Indigenous and local Namibians are encouraged to become aligned with externally sourced entrepreneurial investments in lodge developments, eco-tourism, trophy hunting, commercial wildlife butchery, and the harvesting of indigenous plants as primary resources for commercial products. 

			Conservancies are additionally now tapping into and becoming subjects of new conservation arrangements called People’s Parks or People’s Landscapes, as permitted in the draft Wildlife and Protected Areas Management Bill (2017) (see Appendix). In north-west Namibia, these have included a “Kunene People’s Park” proposed in the late 2000s (but not formalised),11 and an “Ombonde People’s Landscape” involving communal area conservancies immediately to the west of ENP.12 The area between ENP and the west is also the focus of a new ‘Skeleton Coast-Etosha Conservation Bridge’, through which the area is being framed explicitly as a ‘conservation hotspot’.13 Implemented by Namibian NGOs (Non-Governmental Organisations) WWF Namibia14 and Integrated Rural Development and Nature Conservation (IRDNC),15 this conservation project has been granted funding of USD 50 million over 50 years through a newly formed Legacy Landscapes Fund led from Germany. Situated in a context of controversial calls to allocate half the earth to conservation,16 as well as so-called “30x30” proposals that 30% of the planet should be protected for conservation by 2030,17 these global initiatives are clearly playing out through intensifying conservation designations in Namibia’s north-west. 

			In the east of Etosha-Kunene, characterised by the commercial farming area under freehold land tenure, Indigenous Khoekhoegowab-speaking Haiǁom (frequently named “Bushmen”) were provided with a number of resettlement farms.18 Here, the establishment of conservancies and community forests is currently not an option for Indigenous communities. Instead, resettlement within an agricultural development dictum is taking place, affirming boundaries between nature and people/livestock, and between the ENP and the farming sector (see Chapters 2, 4 and 16).

			In sum, Etosha-Kunene bears witness to manifold, changing, continuing and parallel nature conservation policies and practices over the last 120 years—as distilled in the Appendix on conservation legislation and policies. Conservation designations through the area have shifted radically and continue to be fluid and dynamic. Conservation policy and legislation has also changed in order to support these various designations, as have the key actors and organisations operating in the business of conservation. Amidst this complexity, our position is that recognising the diversity of histories, cultures, and natures in this internationally valued region will support conservation laws and practices that connect natural and cultural heritages in Namibia (and beyond). Part I of this volume thereby engages with the ‘weight of history’19 shaping new conservation proposals and their outcomes. 

			How this book is organised

			This book is organised into five parts. The first provides an historical backdrop for the book’s detailed case studies, focusing on environmental and conservation policy and legislation, and their implications. The second provides a series of case studies investigating post-Independence approaches to conservation, with the third focusing on Etosha-Kunene ecologies and related management issues. Part IV explores how historical circumstances have shaped contemporary conservation and cultural landscapes, and the final part addresses the specific complexities of conserving predators—in this case lions (Panthera leo)—in combination with Community-Based Natural Resource Management (CBNRM). We close with a concluding chapter that weaves together the threads of these contributions to consider present challenges in realising conservation in north-west Namibia. The remainder of this introduction summarises these parts and chapters to clarify the matters of concern explored throughout this volume. We also include short abstracts at the start of each chapter so that they can “stand alone”.

			Part I, entitled Conservation Histories in Etosha-Kunene, engages in depth with histories of environmental and conservation policy and legislation, as these have played out in Etosha-Kunene. It is built around three extended chapters by the book’s editors,20 intended to set the historical scene for the detailed case material comprising the book’s remaining chapters.

			In Chapter 1, on ‘Etosha-Kunene, from “pre-colonial” to German colonial times’ (Sullivan, Dieckmann, Lendelvo), we outline pre-colonial21 and German colonial structuring of the area, leading in the early 1900s to the institution of formal “game laws” and “game reserves” as key elements of colonial spatial organisation and administration. We provide an overview of the complex factors shaping histories and dynamics prior to formal annexation of the territory by Germany in 1884. We summarise key Indigenous-colonial alliances entered into in the 1800s, and their breakdown as the rinderpest epidemic of 1897 decimated indigenous livestock herds and precipitated enhanced colonial control via veterinary measures and a north-west expansion of military personnel. A critical and collaborative Indigenous uprising in the north-west in 1897–1898—known variously as the Swartbooi or Grootberg Uprising—was met by significant military force, disrupting local settlement and use of the area stretching from Outjo towards the Kunene River.22 It resulted in the large-scale deportation of inhabitants of the area who were brought to Windhoek for mobilisation as forced labour for the consolidating colony. An intended effect was to clear land poised for appropriation by German and Boer settler farmers.

			In the wake of the later genocidal colonial war of 1904–1908 that seized land and livestock from African populations, in 1907 the German colonial administration proclaimed an area of north-western Namibia as one of three Game Reserves in German South-West Africa. This area, stretching from Etosha Pan in the east, north-west to the Kunene River bordering Angola, and west to the Atlantic Coast, was not an “untamed wilderness”. Instead, it was inhabited by an array of Indigenous peoples speaking different languages: Khoekhoegowab-speaking Damara/ǂNūkhoen, Haiǁom, Nama and ǁUbun; otjiHerero-speaking ovaTjimba, ovaHimba and ovaHerero; and oshiWambo-speakers (AaNdonga, Aakwaluudhi and Aakwambi) especially north of Etosha Pan. The pre-colonial and early colonial situation was highly dynamic, in terms of mobility, shifting affiliations and alliances, as well as the effects of early colonisation, trade, exploration and missionary activities. The proclamation of Game Reserve No. 2 can be seen as the beginning of a long and varied history of formal colonial nature conservation in Etosha-Kunene, whose shifting objectives, policies and practices had tremendous influence on its human and beyond-human inhabitants.

			We follow this early history with an overview of conservation policy and legislation and its impacts, from the territory’s post World War 1 administration from Pretoria, to the formalisation of an Independent Namibia in 1990. In Chapter 2 on ‘Spatial severance and nature conservation: Apartheid histories in Etosha-Kunene’ (Dieckmann, Sullivan, Lendelvo), we trace the history of nature conservation in Etosha-Kunene during the times of South African government. In the initial phase, nature conservation—or rather, “game preservation”—was not high on the agenda of the South African administration, which focused instead on white settlement of the territory, implementing a settlement programme with extensive support for (poor) white South Africans to settle in “South West Africa”. This settlement programme implied a continuous re-organisation of space. The border between the protected “Police Zone” where settlement could take place in the southern and central parts of the territory, and the north of the country where Indigenous people remained, became drawn on to maps of the country and known as the “Red Line”.23 Native Reserves of the German administration were retained and new Native Reserves were established all over the country, in part to provide a labour pool for the colony. The focus of the administration changed after World War 2. White settlement of the territory had almost reached its limits and the potential of tourism and the role of nature conservation for the economy was given more attention. Nature conservation became institutionalised and “scientised”,24 the concept of fortress conservation becoming the dominant paradigm. Its implementation led to the removal of local inhabitants from their former land, among them Haiǁom who had long been living in the south-eastern part of Game Reserve No. 2 (also see Chapters 4, 15 and 16). Shifting boundaries of Game Reserve No. 2—reflecting diverse colonial interests (e.g. settlement, “native” policy, nature conservation)—characterised the 1950s to the 1970s. Part of Game Reserve No. 2 became Etosha Game Park in 1958 and finally ENP in 1967, which, at its current size, was eventually completely fenced in 1973. The arid area along the coast was proclaimed as SCNP in 1971. The previously dominant focus on game preservation was broadened, and, with the Nature Conservation Ordinance of 1967, the more holistic concept of nature conservation was institutionalised and legislated.

			During the 1960s, however, appointment of the Commission of Enquiry into South-West Africa Affairs (known as the “Odendaal Commission” after its Chairman “Fox” Odendaal) changed the direction to some extent. The Odendaal Plan, comprising the Commission’s recommendations, was mostly concerned with the implementation (and justification) of redistributing land under an apartheid (“separate development”) system, and put little consideration into the intra-dependence of (socio-)ecological systems.25 Its recommendations entailed “perfecting” spatial-functional organisation with neat boundaries between “Homelands” for the various local inhabitants, the (white) settlement area and game/nature. Land, flora and fauna, and humans of various backgrounds, were treated as separable categories to be sorted and arranged according to colonial needs and visions. The new arrangement imagined ENP as a fenced island within the wider colonial system. This dismembering had unforeseen effects, e.g. increase in animal diseases, the collapse of the ungulate population in ENP, and concerns regarding the sustenance of wildlife in Kaokoveld (northern Kunene Region). The removal of humans from their former lands and beyond-human companions, which had started decades before the Odendaal Plan was implemented, combined with new concentrations of people as the Homeland areas became established. Some outcomes included complex situations of dependency on the administration, social and economic impoverishment, as well as new opportunities in some cases. This complexity was the legacy bequeathed to the new Namibian government at Independence in 1990.

			In Chapter 3, on ‘CBNRM and landscape approaches to conservation in Kunene Region, post-Independence’ (Lendelvo, Sullivan, Dieckmann), we review how national post-Independence policy supporting CBNRM has played out in Etosha-Kunene.26 We also highlight a new impetus towards a “landscape approach” for conservation in communal areas, supported by emerging national policy—the Wildlife and Protected Areas Management Bill—which includes the possibility of establishing “contractual parks” (see Appendix), currently more often “People’s Parks” or “People’s Landscapes”. We review this emerging landscape conservation approach, drawing on interviews by Lendelvo with stakeholders and local people living and working in communities adjacent to ENP. 

			Communal land immediately to the west of ENP—comprised of the Kaokoland and Damaraland Communal Land Areas (Communal Land Reform Act, 5 of 2002)—is currently divided into a series of communal area conservancies, inhabited by pastoralist populations relying additionally on varying combinations of horticulture, gathering and hunting, and waged employment (see Chapters 5, 6, 7, 13, 14). The legal community conservation approach in Kunene Region is primarily based on agreed-upon boundaries for land designated as conservancies and community forests with local members. A new donor-funded impetus towards creating larger connected conservation areas that broaden access and benefits from natural resources is now noticeable. For example, and as noted above, there have been proposals in the past to establish a Kunene People’s Park that would connect the Hobatere, Etendeka and Palmwag Tourism Concessions,27 although these were never formalised. Proposals for a People’s Park were reignited in 2018 with international support from conservation donors and the British royal family.28 Present proposals for an Ombonde People’s Landscape and other landscape level initiatives are being implemented by the MEFT with the support of the Environment Investment Fund (EIF), the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP), the German Society for International Cooperation (GIZ) and other agencies. Chapter 3 
reviews the emerging landscape conservation approach, focusing on the Ombonde People’s Landscape, comprised of the southern parts of Omatendeka and Ehi-Rovipuka conservancies which sit in the Damaraland Communal Land Area. Drawing on interviews with stakeholders and local people in these two conservancies, the chapter explores “human-wildlife conflict”, climate change and integrated management of natural resources in conservancy land areas zoned for different types of use. 

			In Part II on the ‘Social lives of conservation in Etosha-Kunene, post-Independence’, we follow our historical overviews in Part I with a series of detailed case studies of how approaches to conservation have played out in Etosha-Kunene after 1990. The chapters here focus on the shifting land designations, boundaries and memberships constituting conservancy governance and resettlement farms for those displaced in part through the establishment of areas protected for nature conservation. In doing so, they tease out the complexities at play as communal-area and displaced residents have adjusted to, and engaged with, new post-Independence resource management circumstances. Critical here is how an array of state and non-state actors and organisations—including NGOs, donors, private sector investors, the MEFT and other government ministries—intersect with and determine possibilities and constraints for local circumstances. 

			In Chapter 4 on ‘Haiǁom resettlement, legal action and political representation’, Ute Dieckmann explores the destiny of Haiǁom after they were evicted from Etosha in the 1950s.29 Differently to communities further west, Haiǁom were not provided a “Homeland” through implementation of the 1964 recommendations of the Odendaal Commission, but instead were left without any land. They became landless farm labourers and often, after Independence, township dwellers, with very little means of subsistence (also see Chapters 15 and 16). A few found employment within ENP, which entailed a more secure life and, for the men at least, continuous, although severely changed, access to their former land. Since they did not live in designated communal areas, Haiǁom had no opportunity to establish conservancies after Independence. Recognising the fate of the Haiǁom in around 2007 at the time of the centenary celebrations of ENP, the government commenced some efforts to compensate them by purchasing several farms for their resettlement in the vicinity of the park. Since 2008, at least eight farms, seven of them bordering ENP in the south, were bought for the resettlement of Haiǁom. Initially (around 2007), one of the primary target groups for resettlement was the Haiǁom community still residing within ENP, of whom only a minority were employed. However, most of the Haiǁom residents in ENP resisted their relocation at the start, fearing they would lose all access to the park, i.e. their ancestral land, once they had agreed to be resettled on the farms.

			In 2015, with years of preparation and initiated by Haiǁom still living in Etosha, a large group of Haiǁom from various areas, dissatisfied with the resettlement approach by the government, launched a legal claim to parts of their ancestral land (mainly ENP).30 Chapter 4 outlines these developments, paying attention to the rather ambivalent role played by the Haiǁom Traditional Authority (TA). The chapter draws on long-term field research with Haiǁom as well as employment by an NGO in Windhoek, supporting San and other marginalised communities. It also looks at recent developments and argues for the inclusion of Haiǁom cultural heritage in the future planning and implementation of nature conservation and tourism activities in the Etosha area.

			In Chapter 5 on ‘Environmentalities of Namibian conservancies: How communal area residents govern conservation in return’, Ruben Schneider examines how residents in communal areas in north-west Namibia experience, understand, and respond to their conservancies. Schneider offers a theoretically nuanced analysis drawing on philosopher Michel Foucault’s concept of governmentality—i.e. practices of government or the ‘conduct of conduct’,31 working specifically with its ‘environmentality’ variant, i.e. the art of government in relation to environmental dimensions.32 Schneider thereby frames conservancies as localised global environmental governance institutions, which aim to modify local people’s behaviours in conservation- and market-friendly ways.33 Based on year-long ethnographic fieldwork across four conservancies in Kunene Region, the chapter reveals how local communities culturally demystify, socially re-construct, and ultimately govern a global, neoliberal(ising) institutional experiment in return. It highlights divergent ways in which local people experience the pivots of the conservancy system characterised by benefits and a sense of ownership over natural resources. Confirming stark experiential discrepancies and distributional injustices, the chapter positions itself against a simplistic affirmation of the conservation dictum that ‘those who benefit also care’. 

			In contrast, the chapter argues that experiences of neoliberal incentives like ownership and benefits are a limited predictor of local conservation practices. The extent to which local people cooperate or resist conservation does not only depend on the global modes of governance that conservancies aim to localise, but are critically shaped by the local structures, desires, and agencies through which they operate on the ground. In the context of Namibian conservancies, this ‘friction’34 between global and local ways of seeing and being in the world produces novel, hybrid environmentalities characterised in part by what political scientist Jean-François Bayart calls ‘the politics of the belly’.35 Examining the nature and effects of this hybrid environmentality, the chapter explores how communal-area residents seek to opportunistically work the conservancy system to their maximum advantage. This situation highlights an accountability gap within conservancies which not only entrenches local inequalities but effectively transfers frictions between global and local environmentalities to the community level where they have the potential to develop into protracted intra-community conflicts. Importantly, though, any resources “captured” by communal area residents and negotiated within the membership of conservancies, can be understood as “leftovers” from dominant processes of resource appropriation and capital accumulation by more powerful state, NGO and private sector networks and investors. To conclude, the chapter argues that conservancies might no longer displace, but instead promote alternative environmentalities that may reflect Indigenous beliefs, intrinsic values, and non-dualistic ontologies (as considered in Chapters 12, 13, 14 and 15).36 To the extent that neoliberal logics remain, the chapter calls for additional oversight, support, mediation and, if necessary, re-regulation of conservancies. As forewarned by both Foucault37 and Elinor Ostrom,38 if inequality is to be opposed, neoliberal environmentality has to be kept in check, irrespective of whether it works through global or local networks.

			In ‘The politics of authority, belonging and mobility in disputing land in southern Kaoko’ (Chapter 6), Namibian researcher Elsemi Olwage continues the theme of how conservancies in Namibia’s north-western communal rangelands have been entangled with contestations over land and territory, since their onset and mapping from the late 1990s.39 The focus of this chapter concerns the interwoven politics of authority, belonging and mobility in shaping “customary” land-rights in southern Kaoko. Olwage argues that ancestral land-rights need to be understood as a social and political rather than a historical fact, and one which is relationally established and re-established in practice, over time, and at different scales. The chapter draws on research conducted from 2014 to 2016 comprising a situational analysis of a land and grazing dispute in southern Kaoko, in and around Ozondundu Conservancy, north-east of Sesfontein. It shows how persons and groups were navigating overlapping institutions of land governance during an extended drought period, in a context shaped by regional pastoral migrations and mobility. Olwage unpacks the politics of authority and belonging in integrating newcomers and migrating households within places, and illustrates the range of social, spatial, legal, political, normative, and discursive practices that different groups and persons drew on to legitimise, de-legitimise or contest such integration. She shows how conservancies and state courts have become key technologies mobilised to re-establish the interwoven authority and land-rights of particular groups. This development is connected with a post-Independence shift towards more centralised state-driven land governance, deeply rooted political fragmentation within most places, and land-grabbing by some migrating pastoralists. The chapter concludes by arguing for the importance of engaging socially legitimate occupation and use rights, and decentralised practices of land governance, towards co-producing ‘communal’ tenure and land-rights between the state and localities. This emphasis is critical for evidence-based decision-making and jurisprudence in a legally pluralistic context. 

			Chapter 7 by Diego Menestrey Schwieger, Michael Bollig, Elsemi Olwage and Michael Schnegg shifts from land and boundaries to consider the management of water in Etosha-Kunene. ‘The emergence of a hybrid hydro-scape in northern Kunene’ starts from the position that political ecology approaches, and recent theories on institutional dynamics, often neglect the materiality of infrastructures linked to resource management and its social-ecological implications. Specific technologies in a particular landscape have deep histories and “contain” sediments of past local-state engagements and place-based practices. This has been the case in north-western Namibia, where a unique ‘hydro-scape’ has emerged. Before the 1950s, the area was characterised by a scarcity of permanent water places and sources. Between the 1950s and the 1980s, the then-ruling South African administration drilled hundreds of boreholes in the region as part of its apartheid “homeland” policy and “modernisation” impetus.40 Initially, local leaders and traditional authorities rejected the idea of water development through borehole drilling; many felt that once such a complex and expensive infrastructure was operational, the state was there to stay as the guarantor of the basic hydro-infrastructure for vast herds of livestock. The state’s representatives were blamed vociferously for the colonial state’s cunning way of luring people into such entrapping dependencies. Despite this situation, the state financed a burgeoning drilling programme. These water infrastructures—boreholes with different pumping technologies, such as wind and diesel pumps—were the medium for the state to root its power and presence in the region. 

			Since 1990, the independent Namibian state continued the borehole-drilling programme, especially as part of its drought-management approach. From the 1990s onwards, responsibility for maintaining the above-ground infrastructure of boreholes was transferred to local pastoral communities. The idea was that self-reliant communities would manage these boreholes sustainably and that the state would only become involved once major underground repairs were necessary. This “handover” process had to follow state-prescribed institutional designs to construct local institutional structures through which the boreholes could be collectively and sustainably managed. Hence, after establishing an entirely new hydro-infrastructure, the state expanded its reach by implementing the social infrastructure of this hydro-scape along with global blueprints for the sustainable management of communal goods. In the end, however, the material infrastructure opened the door for national and global governance regimes which increasingly permeated communities as the state began to “withdraw” through community-based management policies. These blueprints are not implemented verbatim by local agents, however. The result is a dynamic bricolage of institutions shaped by different practices, power relations, norms, and values. Nowadays, local communities reliably maintain water supply, but not always on an equitable basis for all users.

			
			In the final chapter of Part II, Likeleli Zuvee Katjirua, Michael Shipepe David and Jeff Muntifering turn to research with young people in north-west Namibia to ascertain their perceptions and understandings of “wildlife”. Chapter 8 on ‘Eliciting empathy and connectedness toward different species in north-west Namibia’ seeks to better understand how young members of communal-area conservancies in north-west Namibia know and perceive the value of selected indigenous fauna in these areas, alongside domestic livestock. It is set within a context in which tourism in Namibia is understood to greatly contribute to Gross Domestic Product (GDP), with Namibia home to animals whose value is linked with their contemporary scarcity. Such species include black rhino (Diceros bicornis bicornis)—monitored and celebrated through organisations and campaigns such as Save the Rhino Trust and the Rhino Pride Campaign—as well as lion (Panthera leo) (considered in more depth in Part V), and oryx (Oryx gazella), all of which draw tourists to Namibia. Whilst these wild animals need to be protected at a global level, nationally they are also “Namibia’s pride”, notably being pictured on Namibian bank notes. 

			Geographically these animals are located in areas lived in by communities and managed as communal area conservancies. As outlined in Chapters 3 and 5, conservancies are intended to protect these animals whilst also catering and caring for the communities around them. One of the most important factors in protecting and preserving animals in conservancies is the participation of community members, for which awareness and knowledge about the importance of different animal species and their rarity needs to be shared and exchanged. In the survey ‘Connectedness with Nature Experience’ reported on in this chapter, the aim was to understand the experience young community members have with wild animals (indigenous fauna), in comparison to domestic animals. The animals used in the survey were rhinos, lions, oryx and goats (Capra hircus). The survey was intended to illustrate and illuminate how young community members understand the importance of these animals, and how they can benefit from them by assisting in their protection. 

			In Part III we engage more closely with Etosha-Kunene Ecologies to consider complex ecological factors and dynamics for conservation praxis and management. The focus here is also extended in Part V through three chapters focusing on lion ecology, monitoring and CBNRM in Namibia’s north-west. 

			We open Part III with a focus on vegetation and herbivory. Chapter 9, by Kahingirisina Maoveka, Dennis Liebenberg and Sian Sullivan, is entitled ‘Giraffes and their impact on key tree species in the Etendeka Tourism Concession, north-west Namibia’. It reports on a study that researched the impacts of browsing giraffe (Giraffa camelopardalis angolensis) on the important pollinator trees Maerua schinzii (ringwood tree) and Boscia albitrunca (shepherd’s tree) within the Etendeka Concession area. Historically, giraffe populations have been amplified here through translocations designed to enhance tourism. The concession is located in mopane (Colophospermum mopane) savanna, semi desert and savanna transition vegetation zones. Due to browsing by giraffe, M. schinzii and B. albitrunca trees develop a distinctive shape with only a small, round canopy of leaves above a very high browse line. Giraffe are selective browsers, and the tallest land animal. Direct observation of giraffes feeding in the field indicates that they browse on leaves and twigs at different heights, depending on how high they can reach, with males browsing on tall trees and females seeming to prefer to bend their necks down to browse on lower trees and shrubs. The study also explored five different techniques to protect M. schinzii and B. albitrunca from further browse damage by giraffes.

			Chapter 10 by ǂKîbagu Heinrich Kenneth |Uiseb, entitled ‘Are mountain and plains zebra hybridising in north-west Namibia?’, focuses on interactions between two animal species critical to the ecosystems of Etosha-Kunene. Against a background of biodiversity loss due to anthropogenic changes to the environment, with human impacts observed from the modification of ecosystems to the extinction of species and the loss of genetic diversity, this chapter considers how human alteration of the physical landscape can affect gene flow by influencing the degree of contact between groups of individuals of a species. Large herbivore species are increasingly restricted to fenced protected areas, a situation that limits their opportunities for dispersal and access to natural water sources. This restricted movement may lead to genetic consequences including the disruption of gene flow, inflation of “inbreeding”, and the loss of rare alleles supporting local adaptation and genetic fitness. Many protected areas located in Africa make use of artificial water points to provide water for wildlife in the dry season, which may alter wildlife distribution as some herbivores no longer need to migrate and become localised. This localisation can cause rapid population increase of water-dependent species such as zebra, increasing competition with more vulnerable low-density species and altering interspecies interactions. 

			Namibia’s large protected area of ENP is home to two zebra species: mountain zebra (Equus zebra) (specifically the subspecies E. z. hartmannae) and plains zebra (E. quagga) (specifically the subspecies E. q. burchellii). Mountain zebra are restricted to dolomite ridges in the far western section of the park while plains zebra occur throughout the park. Fenced in 1973, artificial water points were also established from the 1950s to improve the wildlife-viewing experience for tourists. There are now over 100 perennial watering points in the Park, including artesian springs, contact seeps and 55 boreholes. Park boundary fences erected in the 1970s and extending to over 850 km also block wildlife dispersal beyond the park boundaries. Historically, the overlap in range of the two zebra species was limited, as plains zebra confined their movements to the southern and eastern edges of the Etosha Pan during the dry season, and to the open plains west of the Pan during the rainy season. Mountain zebra in the park are restricted to the rocky and mountainous western section of the park, and the west of the park into the escarpment, with plains zebra occurring at a higher density throughout the park compared to mountain zebra. Artificial provision of perennial water sources throughout the park has led to plains zebra expanding their range to overlap extensively with the mountain zebra range in the west. The extended overlap in range of these two previously geographically separated species in Etosha creates a potential conservation problem in the form of hybridisation between the two species. This chapter reviews what is known about the hybridisation of these two species, and considers implications for conservation and for future research.

			Chapter 11 by Michael Wenborn, Roger Collinson, Siegfried Muzuma, Dave Kangombe, Vincent Nijman and Magdalena Svensson focuses on a key species for conservation in Etosha-Kunene, namely elephant (Loxodonta africana). Entitled ‘Communities and elephants in the northern highlands, Kunene Region, Namibia’, the chapter considers a unique population of this species dwelling specifically in the northern highlands between ENP and SCNP. These highlands are a remote, arid, mountainous landscape where elephants co-exist with rural communities. There is minimal published research on this population of elephants. As part of the authors’ extended scoping for a research project on this population of elephants, they consulted with game guards from 10 conservancies in 2021 and 2022 on their knowledge of elephant populations: also carrying out analysis of Event Book data on human-elephant conflict (HEC) incidents reported in Orupupa and Ehi-Rovipuka conservancies. 

			The community conservancy model has had much success in shaping local attitudes in Kunene Region and increasing the perceived value of wildlife (see Chapters 3 and 8). 
The findings from the consultation indicate, however, that these successes are being eroded by the increasing competition between local people and wildlife over resources, particularly in the context of drought years in north-west Namibia between 2013 and 2020 (also see Chapters 5 and 6). There was a particularly high loss of livestock during the droughts of 2018–2019, after which many local people in the highlands set up vegetable gardens as an alternative livelihood. The authors’ consultations with game guards and analysis of Event Books have shown that this has increased incidents of HEC and brought some incidents nearer to villages, which is negatively impacting local attitudes to elephants. Many game guards employed by conservancies have worked here for 10 to 20 years and have detailed local ecological knowledge. We conclude that there is a strong case for expanding the roles of game guards to strengthen the protection of the elephants in the northern highlands. Part of this effort would include training them as elephant rangers to guide tourists in the area, an assumption being that this would increase revenue to community conservancies and help enhance local perceptions of the value of wildlife.

			In Part IV we return to historical circumstances, taking a deeper dive into the histories shaping present issues, opportunities and concerns for specific conservation areas across Etosha-Kunene. In ‘Historicising conservation and community territories in Etosha-Kunene’, we work from west to east across the area, engaging with varied cultural histories linked with these areas: the northern Namib that from 1971 has been designated as the SCNP (Chapter 12); the creation of the Palmwag Tourism Concession and implications for diverse local inhabitants (Chapter 13); what it means to live next to Etosha National Park (Chapter 14); experiences and consequences of eviction from ENP for Haiǁom (Chapter 15); and the specific histories of Haiǁom in connection with the resettlement farm of Tsintsabis to the east of ENP (Chapter 16). 

			In Chapter 12 on ‘Cultural heritage and histories of the Northern Namib / Skeleton Coast National Park’, by Sian Sullivan and Welhemina Suro Ganuses, we outline Indigenous cultural heritage and histories associated with the Northern Namib Desert. This chapter draws on two principal sources of information: 1) historical documents stretching back to the late 1800s; and 2) oral history research with elderly people who have direct and familial memories of using and living in areas now within the Park boundary. The research shared herein affirms that localities and resources now included in the Park were used by local people in historical times, their access linked with the availability of valued foods, especially !nara melons (Acanthosicyos horridus) and marine foods such as mussels.41 Memories about these localities, resources and heritage concerns, including graves of family members, remain lively for some individuals and their families today. These concerns retain cultural resonance in the contemporary moment, despite significant access constraints over the last several decades. Suggestions are made for foregrounding an understanding of the Northern Namib as a remembered cultural landscape, as well as an area of high conservation value; and for protecting and perhaps restoring some access to sites that may be considered of significant cultural heritage value. Such sites include graves of known ancestors and named and remembered former dwelling places. The material shared here may contribute to a diversified recognition of values for the SCNP with relevance for the new Management Plan42 that will shape ecological and heritage conservation practice and visitor experiences over the next 10 years. 

			Chapter 13 by Sian Sullivan, entitled ‘Historicising the Palmwag Tourism Concession, north-west Namibia’, moves slightly eastwards from the area considered in Chapter 12. 
The chapter focuses on a tourism concession area comprising more than 550,000 hectares of the Damaraland Communal Land Area (as delineated in the Communal Land Reform Act, 2002) in Kunene Region. To the west of this concession lies the SCNP. Otherwise, the concession is situated within a mosaic of differently designated communal lands to which diverse qualifying Namibians have access, habitation and use rights: namely, Sesfontein, Anabeb and Torra communal area conservancies on the concession’s north, north-east and southern boundaries, with Etendeka Tourism Concession to the east (see Chapter 9). Established under the pre-Independence Damaraland Regional Authority led by Justus ǁGaroëb, Palmwag Concession lies fully north of the veterinary cordon fence (VCF), or ‘Red Line’, that marches east to west across Namibia. In the 1950s, however, the Red Line was positioned further north with part of the current concession comprised of a commercial farming area for white settler farmers, the expansion of which was associated with evictions of local and Indigenous peoples. The iterative clearance of people from this area also helped make possible the 1962 western expansion of Etosha Game Park (see Chapter 2), and then the establishment of a large trophy-hunting concession between the Hoanib and Ugab rivers in the 1970s.   

			The Palmwag Concession today is particularly celebrated for sustaining the largest population of black rhino (D. b. bicornis) outside a protected area, an artefact of a colonial history in which imported firearms aided the removal of these animals throughout southern and central Namibia.43 Tourism establishments now hosted by the concession are amongst those supplying income to the various communal area conservancies on the concession’s boundaries. The area also continues to be considered critical as part of a connected conservation landscape and wildlife ‘corridor’ extending west from the iconic conservation territory of ENP towards the Skeleton Coast. Drawing on archival research, interviews with key actors linked with the concession’s history, and heritage mapping with local elders through much of the concession’s terrain, this chapter places the concession more fully within the historical circumstances and effects of its making. In doing so, competing and overlapping colonial, Indigenous and conservation visions of the landscape are explored for their roles in empowering specific types of access and exclusion. Envisioned, commodified and marketed today as a wilderness and ‘Arid Eden’, the chapter opens up ways that local and historical constructions of the landscape intersect with, and sometimes contest and remake, this vision.

			Chapter 14 by Arthur Hoole and Sian Sullivan on ‘Living next to Etosha National Park: The case of Ehi-Rovipuka’, considers in depth the implications of being park-adjacent for ovaHerero pastoralists now living in Ehi-Rovipuka Conservancy. Drawing on Hoole’s PhD research in the mid- to late-2000s, the chapter focuses on three dimensions. First, some aspects of the complex and remembered histories of association with the western part of what is now ENP are traced, via a ‘memory mapping’ methodology with ovaHerero elders.44 Second, experiences of living next to the park boundary are recounted and analysed, drawing on a structured survey with 40 respondents. Finally, extensive local knowledge of wildlife presence in and mobilities through the wider region is documented, and its relevance considered for conservation activities today. Although the research reported here was carried out some years ago, circumstances in Ehi-Rovipuka have changed rather little. Whilst the park boundary now prevents mobilities into western Etosha, peoples’ histories of utilising, moving through, being born and desiring to be buried in the western reaches of the park remain.

			In Chapter 15, ‘“Walking through places”: Exploring the former lifeworld of Haiǁom in Etosha’, Ute Dieckmann engages with differing conceptions of the land that has become the protected area of ENP. Etosha National Park is Namibia’s ‘flagship park’ and premier tourist attraction. By tourists, Etosha might be perceived either as an untamed wilderness or a large zoo; for scientists, it might represent an excellent research opportunity to test zoological hypotheses; and for farmers on the border farms, it might be a source of nuisance, its wildlife causing continuous trouble and at times economic loss. For Haiǁom, Etosha represents part of their former lifeworld; an ecology of which they were an integral part. Their ancestors lived across the region alongside other Khoekhoegowab- and San-speaking peoples before the major immigrations of Bantu speakers to this area during the last 500 years of the second millennium.45 White settlers increasingly occupied the surrounding area with the result that nearly all the land (south of the Red Line) formerly inhabited by Haiǁom and others was occupied by settlers in the 1930s. The game reserve became the last refuge where Haiǁom were able to practise a largely hunting and gathering lifestyle. Until the 1940s, Haiǁom were regarded as ‘part and parcel’ of the game reserve. All in all, between a few hundred and one thousand Haiǁom lived in the park until the early 1950s when they were evicted (for historical contextualisation see Chapters 2, 4 and 16). In the first half of the 20th century, they were mainly living from hunting and gathering, with some families keeping a few head of goats or cattle, combined with occasional seasonal work and temporary employment. 

			Drawing on a cultural mapping project in which Dieckmann was involved, combined with oral history and archival research, this chapter explores the lifeworld of Haiǁom in Etosha and their relations to the land, to other humans and to beyond-human inhabitants, prior to eviction. Tim Ingold’s ‘meshwork’46 is drawn on as a suitable concept for capturing Haiǁom’s being-in-Etosha as being-in-relations. The picture emerging from the research is that of a dense web of land, kinship, human, animals, plants and spirit beings, an integrated ecology and an almost forgotten past which should, in line with this publication’s aim, be acknowledged by and integrated into future nature conservation policies and practices. 

			Chapter 16, entitled ‘History and social complexities for San at Tsintsabis resettlement farm, Namibia’, by Stasja Koot and Moses ǁKhumûb, continues with the theme of the eviction of Haiǁom from ENP in 1954. After this event, many Haiǁom San became farm workers. Having lost their lands under colonialism and apartheid to nature conservation and large-scale agriculture, most remained living in the margins of society at the service of white farmers, conservationists or the South African Defence Force (SADF). After Independence in 1990, group resettlement farms became crucial to address historically built-up inequalities by providing marginalised groups with opportunities to start self-sufficient small-scale agriculture (see Chapter 4). This chapter critically addresses the history of the Tsintsabis resettlement farm, just over a hundred kilometres east of ENP, where at first predominantly Haiǁom (and to a lesser degree !Xun) were “resettled” on their own ancestral land, some as former evictees from ENP. The authors analyse the history of Tsintsabis in relation to two pressing, and related, social complexities at this resettlement farm, namely: 1) ethnic tension and in-migration; and 2) leadership. The chapter argues that the case of Tsintsabis shows the importance of acknowledging historically built-up injustices when addressing current social complexities. As with Chapters 4, 6, 12, 13 and 15, the chapter emphasises the importance of doing long-term “ethno-historical” research about resettlement so as to be able to better understand the contextual processes within which it is embedded.

			In Part V, on ‘People, lions and CBNRM’, we return to the contemporary complexities of CBNRM highlighted in Parts II and III to consider specifically the frictions that may arise as increasing predator populations—considered a conservation success—may impinge on human settlement and livelihoods. In this section we share three chapters by authors working with and for Namibia’s Lion Rangers Programme,47 demonstrating how responses ‘on the ground’ are being developed and enacted to deal with this conservation complexity.

			In Chapter 17 on ‘Integrating remote sensing data with CBNRM for desert-adapted lion conservation’, John Heydinger explains how Global Positioning System (GPS) data on lion movements can contribute to community-oriented conservation. Community-Based Natural Resource Management (CBNRM) takes place at the intersection of protecting and being-with nature (as also outlined in Chapters 3, 5 and 6). CBNRM of the desert-adapted lions presents an array of cultural and scientific challenges to local communities living alongside lions, often colliding with CBNRM principles. Among the most significant challenges to lion conservationists is rigorously monitoring lion movements in unfenced landscapes. Within the semi-arid and arid environments of north-west Namibia, monitoring challenges are compounded by low levels of information relevant to lion habitat-use and movement ecology in dryland areas. Technological advances in remote sensing, however, are creating new ways for researchers and wildlife managers to monitor wildlife and other natural resources. Drawing on remote sensing data collected via satellite-GPS collars affixed to lions, and via trail cameras placed in designated core wildlife areas within communal conservancies and government concessions, Heydinger discusses how remote sensing methods of carnivore monitoring are contributing to lion conservation on communal lands in Kunene.48 He emphasises how these data are being incorporated into the Lion Rangers Programme, a CBNRM initiative in which trained community conservationists take responsibility for monitoring lions and managing human-lion conflict on communal lands. The goal is to integrate technologically sophisticated movement data with CBNRM principles and historically informed perspectives (including in Heydinger’s other research49), so as to catalyse community-centred management of lions on communal lands, and contribute to sustainable livelihoods and in situ lion conservation.

			Chapter 18 by Matilde Brassine concerns the ‘Lion Rangers’ use of SMART for lion conservation in Kunene’. SMART is a Spatial Monitoring and Reporting Tool used to enable rapid collection and transfer of patrol data in order to assess Ranger activities in the field and monitor wildlife movements on an ongoing basis. In north-west Namibia, a small population of desert-adapted lions continues to survive alongside livestock farmers and communities living in conservancies, often resulting in human-lion conflict (HLC) in a context where livelihoods are already strained due to prolonged drought in the region, as well as the effects of the COVID-19 pandemic.50 Recognising the urgent need to mitigate this conflict, in 2017 the MEFT drew up a strategy on a way forward in the form of the Human Lion Conflict Management Plan for North West Namibia (NW Lion Plan). The formation of the Lion Rangers Programme is part of this strategy. Lion Rangers are Community Game Guards selected by their communities and employed by their conservancies to monitor desert-adapted lions, and to prevent and respond to HLC incidents. They work closely with their communities to provide education and awareness about lions and lion movement. The SMART system was first implemented into the programme in September 2021. This chapter discusses how the SMART system supports decision-making regarding lion conservation and management at a community-level.

			Uakendisa Muzuma in Chapter 19 closes this trio of chapters on community approaches to lion conservation in his discussion of ‘Relationships between humans and lions in wildlife corridors through CBNRM in north-west Namibia’. Protected areas (PAs) are considered essential for conserving large carnivores. Large carnivores also exist outside PAs, however, and have shared landscapes with humans for millennia. Namibia’s CBNRM programme has achieved some successes via tourism, the provision of meat for consumption, and hunting, its aim being to encourage the coexistence of wildlife and rural communities on communal land. Because the programme is built upon human-wildlife coexistence, however, human-lion conflict (HLC) is also present. This has been a pressing challenge, particularly regarding people’s coexistence with dangerous animals such as lions (as documented for elephants in Chapter 11). Although the CBNRM programme has achieved initial success, less emphasis has been placed on understanding how humans, livestock and wildlife use shared landscapes. From a wildlife conservation perspective, one current cause for concern is the lack of monitoring of human settlement and livestock movements into areas zoned for wildlife in communal area conservancies (also see Chapters 3 and 6). This chapter discusses current research on remote sensing of lion and goat movement using satellite-GPS collars, focusing on understanding goat movement ecology within wildlife areas as designated by conservancies and their leaders. Information collected on goat movements within wildlife areas will be used to better manage the shared landscape in the perceived ‘corridor’ between ENP and SCNP. The research shared here thus focuses on the ‘lion-goat space’ to contribute to evidence-based goat spatial habitat use in communal area conservancies, so as to ensure appropriate deployments of HLC mitigation measures.

			
			Our concluding chapter on ‘Realising conservation in Etosha-Kunene’, by Ute Dieckmann, Selma Lendelvo and Sian Sullivan draws attention to some of the main threads forming the fabric of this volume. Etosha-Kunene is a region with both a shared history, which manifested itself in the proclamation of Game Reserve No. 2, and specific local cultural-ecological histories and dynamics. The regional research conveyed in this volume reveals changes through time in both nature conservation politics and practices in Namibia generally, and in Etosha-Kunene in particular. While at the turn of the 19th century, “game preservation” became necessary due to the reckless exploitation of wildlife by especially (but not only) European men interested in their own economic profit and prestige (Chapter 1), the conservation focus broadened during the course of the 20th century to include flora and fauna in conservation initiatives (Chapter 2). At the same time, human inhabitants became increasingly seen as detrimental to conservation efforts culminating in the “fortress conservation” model being employed in Etosha-Kunene with disastrous effects for former human inhabitants. This volume documents some of these historical processes and their effects (Chapters 1, 2, 4, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16).

			With Independence, the politics of nature conservation moved away from the fortress conservation model to include local inhabitants in conservation management (Chapters 3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 11, 17, 18, 19). This process was not without pitfalls, however, with human-wildlife conflict being one of the challenges (Chapters 11, 17, 18, 19), institutional arrangements another (Chapters 5, 6, 7).

			This volume also reveals stories of belongings, alongside negotiations about belongings, inclusions and exclusions. Be it zebras (Chapter 10), elephants (Chapter 11), lions (Chapters 17, 18, 19), livestock (Chapters 2, 8), Khoekhoegowab-speaking communities (Chapters 4, 12, 13, 15, 16), otjiHerero-speaking communities (Chapters 6, 14), hunters (Chapters 12, 13, 14 and 15), or incoming settlers (Chapters 6, 16), our volume reveals a constant querying of who belongs where and when, and who has the power to decide (Chapters 1, 2, 3, 5, 7, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16).

			This question of belonging is connected with the histories of shifting boundary-making and fencing. Boundaries of game reserves were defined on paper and on maps, and the boundaries of Etosha National Park were erected as fences in the landscape (Chapter 2). Boundaries were used to restrict mobility, to separate people from wildlife, and to disentangle constructed categories of people from each other, as well as to disconnect livestock north of the Red Line from livestock south of the Red Line. They were also used to claim land as private property, with recently instituted legal systems used to keep others out. Boundaries restricted access and dismembered socio-ecological systems.

			We started our introduction with the question: how can the conservation of biodiversity-rich landscapes come to terms with the past, given historical contexts of social exclusion and marginalisation? We hope this volume will contribute to finding answers, by highlighting the complexities that need to be taken into account, and by describing practices already being enacted. 

			Our overall aim for this volume is thus to assist with generating ideas for the future design of conservation initiatives that more fully consider and integrate historical and cultural knowledge and diversity. We hope that the original detail shared in this volume, as well as the original combination of contributions in the book, is relevant for those involved with conservation and development work in Namibia, especially its north-west, whether they are conservation practitioners, academics in disciplines ranging from history to environmental science, policy-makers, or people living in the area. Many contributors to the book are directly involved in this world: we hope that they and their colleagues find the book of value in terms of bringing together material and reflections on the complex issues shaping “Etosha-Kunene”. Beyond Namibia, we also hope this book appeals to individuals and organisations involved with conservation more widely. Our volume provides a detailed and unusual combination of analyses regarding different dimensions of conservation circumstances: from historical contexts, to analysis of legal cases, to remote sensing. We hope this combination of analyses is relevant to conservation scholarship, policy and practice, particularly given that north-west Namibia is a focus for iterated conservation effort and concern, for the reasons laid out in this book. 
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CONSERVATION HISTORIES IN ETOSHA-KUNENE

		

		
		

			
1. Etosha-Kunene, from “pre-colonial” to German colonial times 

			Sian Sullivan, Ute Dieckmann and Selma Lendelvo

			©2024 S. Sullivan, U. Dieckmann & S. Lendelvo, CC BY-NC 4.0 https://doi.org/10.11647/OBP.0402.01

			Abstract

			We outline “pre-colonial” and German colonial structuring of “Etosha-Kunene”, leading in the early 1900s to the institution of formal game laws and game reserves as key elements of colonial spatial organisation and administration. We review the complex factors shaping histories and dynamics prior to formal annexation of the territory by Germany in 1884. We summarise key Indigenous-colonial alliances entered into in the 1800s, and their breakdown as the rinderpest epidemic of 1897 decimated indigenous livestock herds and precipitated enhanced colonial control via veterinary measures and a north-west expansion of military personnel. A critical and collaborative Indigenous “uprising” in the north-west in 1897–1898—known variously as the Swartbooi or Grootberg Uprising—was met by significant military force, disrupting local settlement and use of the area stretching from south of Etosha Pan towards the Kunene River. It resulted in the large-scale deportation of inhabitants of the area, who were brought to Windhoek for mobilisation as forced labour for the consolidating colony. An intended outcome was the clearance of land for appropriation by German and Boer settler farmers, a process that also contributed to establishing a massive game reserve in Etosha-Kunene in subsequent years. The proclamation of “Game Reserve No. 2” in 1907 can be seen as the beginning of a long and varied history of formal colonial nature conservation in Etosha-Kunene, whose shifting objectives, policies and practices had tremendous influence on its human and beyond-human inhabitants.

			1.1 Introduction1


			Part I of this volume provides an overview of historical circumstances that left their mark on the peoples and landscapes of “Etosha-Kunene” as a connected area of north-central and north-west Namibia. There are many ways in which we could disaggregate and periodise the history of environmental policy and nature conservation for this area. In this chapter—the first of three considering historical and contemporary factors shaping this broad area (see Chapters 2 and 3)—we focus first on the mid- to late-1800s (Section 1.2). Here we trace some of the complex shifts through multiple interactions and events that rather unexpectedly led to state colonisation by Germany through the territory’s formal annexation in 1884 (Section 1.3). This highly disruptive period of colonial reorganisation saw the emergence of the first colonial state efforts towards formal “game preservation” through various state laws, and the gazetting of a Game Reserve that included a very large part of Etosha-Kunene. For ease of reference, Figure 1.1 shows the locations of most of the places mentioned in this chapter.

			1.2 Etosha-Kunene, prior to German colonisation

			Given our emphasis in this volume on histories of conservation and conservation policy, we focus here on the growing impact of firearms and hunting on indigenous fauna, or so-called “game” (Section 1.2.1). We draw attention to a parallel general rise in concern about human impacts on colonised environments (and elsewhere), later manifesting in formal legislation for the territory to restrict hunting and set aside areas of land for the protection of flora and fauna (Section 1.3.3). We touch on the importance of natural history specimen collecting in the period prior to formal annexation (Section 1.2.2), and on the ways that early, mostly European, colonial-era travellers, traders, hunters and missionaries drew into focus particular perspectives on the diverse African peoples they encountered. We revisit the so-called “ovaKuena wars” dominating many contemporary representations of the north-west (Section 1.2.3), considering how representations of those encountered in the past linger to this day in conservation visioning for the area. 

			
				
					[image: Map of places, rivers, topgraphical features, tourism concessions and conservancies mentioned in this chapter.]
				

			

			Fig. 1.1 Map of places (red), rivers (blue), topographical features (yellow), and tourism concessions and conservancies (green) mentioned in this chapter. Prepared by Sian Sullivan, including data from Landsat / CopernicusData SIO, NOAA, U.S. Navy, NGA, GEBCO, Imagery starting from 10.4.2013. © Etosha-Kunene Histories, CC BY-NC-ND 4.0.

			1.2.1 Firearms, hunting and indigenous fauna

			Prior to the legislated establishment of Game Reserves in 1907 (Section 1.3.3), Etosha-Kunene was increasingly drawn into external focus through the perspectives and writings of diverse colonial actors from the “global north”.2 Much of what is outlined below comes from those who wrote about their experiences; as well as from historical analyses of their narratives and the impacts of these pre-1900s hunters, traders and travellers from especially the Cape Colony, Britain, Sweden, North America, and increasingly from Germany. Figure 1.2 shows the extent of travel in north-west Namibia undertaken by a selection of these actors.3 These individuals were interested in commercial opportunities, especially cattle for trading, ivory from elephant (Loxodonta africana), ostrich (Struthio camelus) feathers, animal hides and guano found along the coast. They aimed to develop transport routes that would support their interests, and increasingly to acquire land and labour for their own commercial activities.

			
				
					[image: Selected colonial journeys through Etosha-Kunene, prior to 1900.]
				

			

			Fig. 1.2 Selected colonial journeys through Etosha-Kunene, prior to 1900. Prepared by Sian Sullivan using Google Maps: Map data © 2024 Google, INEGI Imagery © 2024 NASA, TerraMetrics. Full annotated map linked at https://www.etosha-kunene-histories.net/wp4-spatialising-colonialities, © Etosha-Kunene Histories, CC BY-NC-ND 4.0.

			These colonial-era travellers and traders were also curious about the natures and cultures they encountered. The collection of “natural history” specimens for review by growing scientific establishments in the metropole formed a focus of their efforts; as did the documentation and mapping of the peoples they encountered (Section 1.2.2). Whilst providing significant sources with which to understand early historical contexts, these narratives also need to be read carefully for the instrumentalising, objectifying and colonising assumptions they convey. In the latter part of the 1800s (building on earlier missionary enterprise in southern and central areas of the territory), expansion of especially the Rhenish and Finnish missionary societies occurred in conjunction with commercial and colonial acquisition in Etosha-Kunene.

			The mid-1800s in southern Africa were already shaped by concerns regarding environmental damage and the decline of populations of species encountered in these lands (see Table 1.1 below)—especially associated with the decline of fauna due to commercial hunting.4 In 1850, at the Rhenish Mission Society (RMS) station at Otjimbingwe to the south of Etosha-Kunene, Francis Galton—a British explorer and later founder of eugenics—observed, for example, that hunter and trader Hans Larsen had in the preceding seven years ‘utterly shot off all the game’ in the Swakop (Tsoaxau) River area; and had also ‘shot a great many lions out of the Swakop’, making it ‘a much safer place than it used to be to drive cattle in’.5 Referring to lions, Galton commented on ‘how in a short time one or two guns would entirely exterminate them’.6 Indeed, in this pivotal mid-1800s moment, the introduction of firearms had an immense impact on wildlife in the territory that over the following 150 years would be governed as Deutsch-Südwestafrika, South West Africa, and formally as Namibia after 1990.7 

			These declines notwithstanding, in the mid-1800s Galton and his travelling companion—the Anglo-Swede Charles John Andersson—were able to observe large populations of diverse fauna as they travelled north-eastwards from the Swakop River towards Etosha Pan. In May 1851 they reached Otjikoto lake to the south-east of the Pan, finding ‘wildlife in large numbers, although rhinoceros was rarely encountered’.8 They were apparently the first Europeans to record the existence of Etosha Pan, later forming the focus of Namibia’s flagship protected area, Etosha National Park (ENP) (see Chapter 2). They saw a glimpse of Indigenous socioeconomic complexity in this area when they reached Omutjamatunda, now well-known as the tourism resort of Namutoni but then an important Ndonga (Owambo) cattle-post and source of salt for trade north of the Kunene River:

			[w]e got water at Otchando, and came to the first Ovampo cattle-post at Omutchamatunda [Namutoni]. Travelling on, we arrived suddenly at the large salt-pan of Etosha, which is about 9 miles across from N. to S., and extends a long way to the W. […] This lake is impassable in the rainy season, but was perfectly dry when I saw it, and its surface was covered over in many parts with very good salt.9 

			Galton and Andersson were travelling in the company of Ndonga traders from north of Etosha Pan who in these years regularly exchanged ‘iron spearheads, knives, rings, iron and copper beads’ for Herero cattle further south; they also acquired copper mined by ‘the San community living in the Otavi area to the southeast of Etosha Pan’.10 Owambo of north-central Namibia additionally traded cattle, iron and copper items—and later muzzle-loading guns acquired from Portuguese to the north—for ostrich egg shells and ivory with ovaTjimba in the west: oral history refers to cattle-posts of Owambo11 kings in Kaoko in the north-west, probably drawing in raided cattle.12 At Namutoni, Galton and Andersson observed 3–4,000 head of cattle, as well as springbok (Antidorcas marsupialis) and zebra (Equus quagga burchellii), with Andersson giving an impression of lushness: 

			there is a most copious fountain, situated on some rising ground, and commanding a splendid prospect of the surrounding country. It was a refreshing sight to stand on the borders of the fountain, which was luxuriantly overgrown with towering reeds, and sweep with the eye the extensive plain encircling the base of the hill, frequented as it was not only by vast herds of domesticated cattle, but with the lively springbok and troops of striped zebras.13 

			Galton illuminates the broader new impacts of European trade in the territory at this time, estimating that some 8–10,000 head of cattle, and many more small stock, were being sent overland annually to the Cape.14 A significant rise in commercial hunting was also unfolding in these years, particularly for ivory traded northwards following ‘the dissolution of the [Portuguese] government monopoly of the ivory trade’ in 1834.15     

			By the 1860s, game stocks in southern Angola were depleted, encouraging interest south of the Kunene River.16 Kaokoveld in the north-west of the territory now known as Namibia supplied ivory to traders from the east in these years.17 The scale of hunting is illustrated by a figure of over 700 elephants estimated to have been shot by Canadian trader and ‘big-game hunter’ Frederick Green, between 1854 and 1876.18 Owambo kingdoms in north-central Namibia were also engaging in commercially oriented ivory hunting, with a rule that one of each pair of tusks hunted should become the property of the relevant king, such that leaders could accumulate ivory.19 By the late 1800s, entrepreneurial interest in ‘cattle, ivory, ostrich feathers and copper from the interior’ led to ‘[r]epresentatives of various merchant houses’ negotiating ‘concessions’ with local people, involving ‘[n]umerous traders of diverse nationalities’.20 

			This hunting-based entrepreneurial activity was highly dependent on the specialist knowledge of local guides and hunters, with specific local actors in this enterprise having significant impacts on later historical developments in the territory. German missionaries Carl Hugo Hahn and Johannes Rath, travelling together with hunter Frederick Green, deployed Haiǁom “Bushmen” as guides in the 1850s;21 and the American trader Gerald McKiernan, travelling in the area between 1874–1879, also reports that Haiǁom acted as guides, trackers and messengers for elephant hunts.22 Swedish trader Axel Eriksson employed ‘Hottentot23 and Griqua hunters’, spending ‘some years as an elephant and ostrich hunter’, and making ‘a good profit out of it’.24 

			The life of Vita “Oorlog” (i.e. “war”) Thom (also “Harunga”25) is illustrative here. Born in 1863 into ‘the matrilineage of a prominent Herero family at Otjimbingwe on the Swartkop [Swakop] River’ with a Tswana father26 called Tom Bechuana (a guide of Galton’s),27 Vita Thom became involved in commercial hunting in central and northern Namibia with Andersson and Eriksson.28 In 1917, he recounted to Major Charles N. Manning, the first Resident Commissioner of Owamboland in the immediate post-German colonial period, that:

			[w]hen old enough to shoot I went with my father [Tom Bechuana] under [Frederick] Green the hunter elephant shooting on OKOVANGO [sic] RIVER thence ONDONGA under OVAMBO Chief KAMBONDE where we met hunter [Axel] ERICKSON [Eriksson] known as KARAVUPA. My father had been with Green and Missionary Hahn at Ondonga before when Chief NANGORO tried to kill them [in 1857].29 Erickson, my father and I went to OVAKUANYAMA country and Green went South again.30 

			Sometime later Tom Bechuana and his son Vita Thom left Otjimbingwe due to conflicts between Nama/Oorlam31 and ovaHerero leadership in central Namibia, travelling northwards32 where they would have a strong effect on local politics (also see Chapter 7). 

			In the 1870s, hunter James Chapman is known to have made ‘several hunting trips to Kaoko and western Owambo’,33 whilst Transvaal Boers (“Trekboers”34) moving into Kaoko also participating in commercial hunting.35 In these years prior to formal colonisation (see Section 1.3) influential traders such as Charles John Andersson and Frederick Green took advantage of divisions between different Indigenous “groups”. In the 1860s, for example, they enlisted ‘Herero aid to end Oorlam-Nama control over the trade routes’, shifting the balance of power ‘from among local pastoralists to the traders themselves’, who ‘established permanent trading centres to exploit the country’s resources’ from which they made ‘enormous profits’.36 

			In the late 1870s, William Coates Palgrave, Special Commissioner for the British Cape Colony to “Damaraland” and “Great Namaqualand”, makes reference to ‘competing claims for Kaoko by Swartbooi and Herero leaders in central Namibia’.37 “Damaraland” in these years was a commonly used name for the swathe of central Namibia into which ovaHerero pastoralists had moved in the late 1700s from southern Angola and north-east Kaokoveld.38 By 1876, commercial European hunters and traders were known to travel from Kaokoveld in the west to Ongandjera in the Uukwambi area of ‘Owamboland’.39 Kamaherero, the ovaHerero leader based in Okahandja, stated in this year a wish that all hunting should cease whilst Palgrave was absent in the Cape because ‘[p]eople go into the hunting veldt, and live there permanently, and so drive away all the game, and we suffer in consequence’; although Palgrave resisted this proposal.40 

			In the presence of Palgrave, Kamaherero and other ovaHerero captains—with the help of English trader and prospector Robert Lewis41—mapped their claim to a huge area of the territory, minimising the presence of Indigenous Sān, Damara/ǂNūkhoen and Nama: see Figure 1.3. They reportedly ‘set aside a tract of country for a “Reserve” for the Government’,42 including ‘the whole Kaokoveld and the west coast as far [south] as the level of Rehoboth, as well as part of Ovamboland’.43 In doing so, they indicated that these lands were not considered central for ovaHerero livelihoods at this time, given relocations south by ovahona (wealthy herders)—such as the well-known Mureti who moved to the Omaruru area in 1861.44 Palgrave reports that the inhabitants of the so-called ‘Damara Reserve’ area on Figure 1.3 ‘consist of Berg Damaras, Bushmen and Namaquas’: estimating ‘Berg Damaras’ [ǂNūkhoen] to number around 30,000, of which half live in ‘the Reserve’; ‘their claims to the land […] disregarded by the Namaquas as well as by the Hereros’—although Okombahe was ‘granted to them by the Hereros’ around 1873 ‘upon the urgent representations of the missionaries’.45 Palgrave observes that ‘there are already in Damaraland a number of people [Europeans] who wish to hire land [e.g. in the ‘Damara Reserve’] and only wait for some guarantee that the terms of their leases will be respected’.46 Palgrave estimated the different population groups in ‘Damaraland’ as follows: ‘Herero or Cattle Damaras’ 85,000; ‘Houquain or Berg Damaras’ (ǂNūkhoen) 30,000; ‘Bushmen’ 3,000; ‘Namaquas’ 1,500; ‘Bastards’ (Basters) 1,500; ‘Europeans and other Whites (not including Boers) 150.47 Swartbooi/‘Khau-goas [ǁKhau-|gôan] or Young Red Nation’ under Abraham Zwartbooi, defined as ‘pure Namaquas’, were estimated at 1,000.48

			The growing power and influence of Europeans was also contested and attacked. For example, in 1864 a miner, hunter, and trader called H. Smuts working for Andersson—as well as white hunters Robert Lewis and J. Todd—were robbed in Kaokoveld by an Oorlam Nama individual known as ‘Sammel’ (Samuel) and associates.49 Formerly a subject of Jonker Afrikaner—the Oorlam leader who dominated politics in central Namibia in the mid-1800s—Sammel had become established ‘on a high mountain called Otjironjupa50 situated about 80 miles NNE of Otjimbingwe’, as recounted in the journal of the Swedish traveller and hunter Thule Gustav Een.51 By the 1870s, however, the balance of power was shifting towards European traders. Boer and Portuguese traders and hunters in Kaoko and southern Angola, with firearms and ox wagons, started to crowd out the African/Oorlam presence.52 When Catholic missionary Carlos Duparquet reached western Etosha in 1879, he thus met ‘numerous [commercial] hunters at places such as Otjivazandu [Otjovasandu] and Ombombo’53 (see Chapter 14). 

			Alongside hunting and trading influences was a growing interest in establishing mission stations in the north. In late July of 1857, for example, trader and hunter Frederick Green, in the ill-fated expedition to Ondonga mentioned above, included Rhenish Missionaries Hahn and Rath who were seeking ‘new mission fields’ beyond ‘Damaraland’.54 The Trekboer presence had become increasingly significant in these years, with around one hundred Afrikaner Dorstland/Thirstland trekkers travelling with ox wagons through Nyae Nyae in the Kalahari towards Angola, via Kaokoveld springs such as Kaoko Otavi.55 Their circumstances were often vulnerable. In 1879, Trekboer Gert Alberts led a small mounted party down the valley of the Hoarusib River to the sea in an attempt to collect supplies gathered in response to an appeal by trader Axel Eriksson: becoming the first white men to traverse the Kaokoveld from east to west.56 In this decade ‘business with ivory [and cattle] from the northern areas both to Mossamedes and to Walvis Bay flourished’, although ‘traders complained that there was no longer enough ivory and cattle to buy in Owambo’.57 A published return of 40,000 lbs of gunpowder and 300,000 cartridges shipped through Walvis Bay in 1879–80 illustrates the scale of inland hunting:58 “game” was considered exhausted in central Namibia and the Kalahari, causing a withdrawal of commercial hunters around this time.59 In 1881, the last herd of elephants near Namutoni was reportedly shot by European hunters, with lion and rhino surviving only in remote and inaccessible areas.60
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			Fig. 1.3 ‘Map of WC Palgrave Commission to report on the people and states of Damaraland and Namaqualand and inform decision on merging Government of Cape of Good Hope with states of South West Africa’, 12.12.1876. Source: Cape Archives—Palgrave Papers. Public domain image: https://upload.wikimedia.org/wikipedia/commons/2/24/1876_-_map_from_Palgrave_Commission_papers.png, CC BY-NC-ND 4.0.

			Clearly colonial-era activity caused observable damage to wildlife populations in these years, providing impetus for the establishment of formal conservation policy in the Cape Colony (and elsewhere): see Table 1.1.61 Although opposed by Kamaherero, in August 1878 Palgrave introduced ‘hunting and trading licences to defray the proposed expenses of the [Cape Government Walvis Bay] magistrate’: initially welcomed by traders on the understanding that ‘they would be protected by government’.62 These rising concerns and accompanying legislation provide additional context for the later impetus to formalise state wildlife protections in Deutsch Südwestafrika, as considered in Section 1.3.3. 

			Table 1.1 Emerging formalisation of environmental concern and associated protection policies in the Cape Colony and elsewhere, mid- to late-1800s.

			
				
					
					
					
					
				
				
					
							
							Year

						
							
							Cape Colony

						
							
							Elsewhere

						
							
							Source

						
					

					
							
							1820s

						
							
							
							Zulu leader Shaka sets aside a game reserve in Umfolozi district of Zululand

						
							
							Carruthers 1995: 7

						
					

					
							
							1822

						
							
							Proclamation 21 March 1822 brings in ‘sophisticated hunting restrictions’, providing ‘for certain closed seasons, special protection for elephant, hippopotamus [Hippopotamus amphibious] and bontebok [Damaliscus pygargus], restrictions on killing pregnant and immature animals, [and] stringent anti-trespassing provisions’; and an ‘embryonic’ state game reserve is established at Groenekloof near Malmesbury

						
							
							
							Carruthers 1995: 8

						
					

					
							
							1846

						
							
							Ordinance passed for preservation of the Cape Flats and Downs 
(led by Austrian surgeon and unpaid ‘Cape Botanist’ Dr Ludwig Pappe)

						
							
							In the Transvaal, legislation permits white settlers to hunt for own consumption

						
							
							Carruthers 1995: 7

						
					

					
							
							1851

						
							
							
							A report presented at the British Science Association annual meeting highlights the economic consequences of tropical forest destruction, stimulating colonial conservation efforts

						
							
							Grove 1988: 27

						
					

					
							
							1850s

						
							
							The first ‘Conservancies’ are set up for forests in the George region of the Cape

						
							
							
							Grove 1988: 25

						
					

					
							
							1856

						
							
							State game reserve established at Knysna

						
							
							
							Carruthers 1995: 8

						
					

					
							
							
							1858

						
							
							Government Notice 263 is issued concerning the ‘Preservation of Elephants and Buffaloes’, formalising ‘a latent (and mainly urban) interest in the protection of the remaining isolated population of large mammals in the South Cape forests, which had been heavily reduced by ivory hunting’

						
							
							The first hunting legislation is passed for Transvaal as a whole (‘Law for the improved regulation of the hunting of elephant and other wild animals in the South African Republic), intended to ‘ensure a sustainable yield and thus to perpetuate the economic welfare and security of the state’, whilst also controlling and restricting ‘African access to wildlife’

						
							
							Grove 1988: 27

							Carruthers 1995: 12

						
					

					
							
							1858

						
							
							First state Game Reserves established in Africa, in the Knysna and Tsitsikamme forests

						
							
							
							Grove 1988: 27

						
					

					
							
							1862

						
							
							Serious drought affects the Cape, coinciding with appointment as second Cape Colonial Botanist of John Croumbie Brown (from Scotland) with strong views and Scottish Romantic proclivities towards environmental conservation

						
							
							
							Grove 1988: 28

						
					

					
							
							1864

						
							
							
							G.P. Marsh publishes Man and Nature, ‘widely held to have stimulated the initial growth of the conservation and national park movement in the United States’

						
							
							Grove 1988: 32

						
					

					
							
							1870

						
							
							
							Law Number 10 of 1870 in the Transvaal creates the context for state gamekeepers to be employed when local demand required this, to police the law and with powers of arrest and to collect fines; more restrictions imposed on African hunters, and trapping outlawed 

						
							
							Carruthers 1995: 13

						
					

					
							
							1876

						
							
							
							The Whitehall government (UK) seeks to ‘obtain information on existing models of game and wildlife protection legislation’ from all colonies and some non-colonial territories, with involvement by Kew Gardens, Cambridge University and the British Association, stimulating ‘centralised encouragement of conservation ideas’

						
							
							Grove 1988: 32

						
					

					
							
							
							1880

						
							
							
							In Natal a ‘Commission to enquire into and report upon the extent and condition of the forest lands in the colony’ publishes a report surveying conservation literature and methods throughout the colonies, making interventionist recommendations on several fronts, especially regarding ‘the rapid gazetting of forest reserves and the promotion of exotic-tree planting policies’

						
							
							Grove 1988: 33

						
					

					
							
							1886

						
							
							The Cape Act for the Preservation of Game becomes the first Cape Colony legislation for game conservation

						
							
							
							Mackenzie 1988: 56

						
					

					
							
							1888

						
							
							The Cape Colony Forest and Herbage Preservation Act no. 18 is modified as the Forestry Act no. 22 to become ‘the most comprehensive form of conservation legislation passed in British colonies during the nineteenth century’

						
							
							
							Grove 1988: 26

						
					

					
							
							1891

						
							
							
							The Cape’s Act for the Preservation of Game (1886) is extended to the British South Africa Company (“Rhodesia”) by Proclamation of the High Commissioner

						
							
							Mackenzie 1988: 56

						
					

					
							
							1894

						
							
							
							Pongola Game Reserve established in the Transvaal

						
							
							Carruthers 1995: 19

						
					

				
			

			1.2.2 Cataloguing and Mapping

			Alongside the processes of commercialisation and extraction documented in Section 1.2.1—with their corresponding impacts and causes for concern—the mid- to late-1800s were notable for the time, energy and resources devoted by many travellers to Etosha-Kunene to tracking down, killing and preparing natural history specimens for collections later housed in museums elsewhere, often in their home countries. Charles John Andersson’s first collections, for example, ‘including about 500 bird-skins and 1 000 insects’,63 were brought by Galton to England in 1852. More insects were donated to the South African Museum in 1860, and the rest of his collections are housed in Swedish museums and the Nottingham Museum in the UK.64 Swedish trader Axel Eriksson created a large collection of bird specimens from the territory, mostly donated to the municipal museum in his home town of Vänersborg, which as a result hosts the world’s largest exhibition of Namibian birds.65 A large collection of insect specimens was also donated by Eriksson to the South African Museum in Cape Town, and a large number of bird skins collected by him are currently housed in Uppsala’s Evolutionsmuseet. The first plant specimens from Kaokoveld were probably collected along the Kunene River in 1878 by the Rev. Duparquet.66 

			Procured as an objective and objectifying catalogue of encounter with exotic natures, these colonial collections and associated displays acted in the past as ‘imperialistic propaganda’; leaving us today with ‘a passive witness’ of past relationships with plants and animals that communicates something of how nature in the colonial encounter was approached and dealt with.67 This mapping and cataloguing of the natures of the territory was accompanied by the mapping of lands and cultures. For example, in 1852, Galton’s mapping work was ‘professionally transcribed onto a map by Livingstone, Oswell and Gassiot of London’ and published in this year.68 This map, reproduced in Figure 1.4, clearly shows people named as ‘Nareneen’, presumably referencing Khoekhoegowab-speaking !nara-harvesting !Narenin west of the ‘Kaoko’ mountains (see Chapter 12).69 Damara/ǂNūkhoen (denoted using a derogatory name ‘Ghou Damup’) are positioned north-west of Erongo, and ‘Soun Damup’ east of Outjo.70 ‘Damara’, referencing ovaHerero, dominate central Namibia, although Galton reports that they had come to inhabit these lands only around 50 years prior to his mid-1800s travels. Damara/ǂNūkhoen and Haiǁom documented in early traveller maps tend to be positioned between groups that became more dominant historically (also Figure 1.16). Such maps reflect the biases and prejudices of their authors, as well as attempts to fix otherwise fluid, overlapping and interconnected “groupings” of people in an essentialising manner,71 extended later into the establishment of so-called “Native Reserves” and “Homelands” (see Chapter 2).

			
				
					[image: Detail from Francis Galton's map of Africa between 10 and 30 degrees south, 1852.]
				

			

			Fig. 1.4 Detail from Francis Galton’s map of Africa between 10 and 30 degrees south. Source: Galton (1852: 141, out of copyright), CC BY-NC-ND 4.0.

			
			1.2.3 Khoekhoegowab and otjiHerero speakers in north-west Namibia, mid-to late 1800s: Revisiting the “ovaKuena wars”

			A key characterisation of north-west Namibia from the 1850s onwards is of ‘marauding bands’72 of Oorlam Nama commandos with firearms—referred to with the otjiHerero exonym ovaKuena73—raiding the livestock of ‘Bantu-speaking pastoralists of Kaokoland’.74 Vita Thom, the Tswana-Herero guide to European hunters mentioned above, thus reports to Manning in Sesfontein in 1917: 

			before my sons were born (about 30 years ago? CNM. [i.e. late 1880s]) an OVATSHIMBA named MUHONA KATITI being driven out from Kaokoveld by Hottentots came to me in Angola with his people for protection. He had nothing and I gave him cattle and small stock also a blanket. He wears no clothing like us. I got Portuguese authority for him to live near me. He got rich and left me to go to TSHABIKWA in Angola.75


			This period of the 1800s, and how it is understood and conveyed, arguably remains a determining factor into contemporary times, underlying frictions arising in the context of post-Independence conservation praxis in Etosha-Kunene.76 For this reason, this history will be considered in some depth here. It also provides critical background for the emergence of Indigenous resistance in the north-west as German colonisation took hold in the 1890s, as outlined in Section 1.3.2.

			In around the 1700s (i.e. seven to 10 generations from the mid-1990s, assuming 25 years per generation), oral history reported by anthropologist Michael Bollig indicates that otjiHerero-speaking peoples began trekking westwards down the Kunene River, reportedly prompted by drought.77 They were migrating from a hill in southern Angola called Okarundu Kambeti: moving into hills on either side of the Kunene78 that, like the Orange River, is referred to as !Garib by Khoekhoegowab-speaking peoples.79 Cattle and sheep are described as coming from the north, and goats from the south, the pastoral economy including hunting, gathering—especially of Hyphaene petersiana palm fruits, Cyperus fulgens corms (ozoseu)  and honey—but without agriculture until the end of the 19th century,80 perhaps following interactions with immigrating Trekboers. Bollig states that ‘these early migrants did not enter an unpopulated area or an area only thinly populated by foragers (presumably of Khoisanid origin)’, but according to oral testimony ‘met with other pastoralists […] rich in livestock and culturally akin to themselves’.81 In current strategies to claim “Kaokoveld”, it is asserted that this ‘pre-Kuena War society was dominated by ovahona (rich and powerful men) such as Kaoko’—reportedly ‘the giver of the name for the entire region’—as well as ‘Kaupanga and Mureti in northern and eastern Kaokoland, Tjikurundjimbi in the western parts and Nokauua in the southern parts’; although there were reportedly ‘few ovahona’ and ‘many people had few livestock’.82 Cattle raiding was a known feature of the regional livestock economy. A significant raiding event remembered in oral histories with pastoralists of north-east Kaokoveld is recorded as the ‘War of the Shields’: cattle were seized by oshiWambo-speaking ‘Ovahuahua’ from the north, the raids named as such because these warriors ‘protected their bodies with shields against the arrows of the Herero’.83

			This regional herding and raiding economy becomes shaped in the mid- to late 1800s by northwards moving Indigenous Swartbooi (ǁKhau|gôan) and Topnaar (!Gomen) Nama, often framed very negatively in contemporary literature. Echoing to some extent a 1953 narrative by popular author Lawrence Green, in 1972 well-known conservationist the late Garth Owen-Smith writes, for example, that: 

			[i]n the Herero/Nama wars of the last century, most of the Kaokoveld natives (Herero) lost their cattle and became known as the OvaTjimba. […] In the second half of the nineteenth century, marauding bands of Topnaar and Swartbooi Nama came to Sesfontein where they settled after driving out the Herero and subjugating the Damara [ǂNūkhoen]. In the following years the once considerable herds of cattle, belonging to these Nama, have been depleted by disease and drought and today they rely largely on crops irrigated from fountains at Sesfontein and Anabib [Anabeb].84


			Recent analyses often repeat this description, for example: 

			as early as the 1850s, Oorlam commandos engaged in bloody stock raids in Kaokoveld, where the arid and rugged environment kept ovaHerero pastoralists decentralised and thus unable to mount a common defence. These raids pushed Kaokoveld ovaHerero as far north as Portuguese Angola [from where they had moved, some decades previously]. Among these raiders were the Swartboois who having moved north from near present-day Swakopmund, desired access to the large ovaHerero cattle herds.85


			The so-called “ovaKuena” actors in these events tend to be standardised as ‘the Swartboois of Franzfontein and the Topnaar of Sesfontein’.86 ‘Access to the Kaokoveld’ is stated to have been controlled from the 1850s ‘well into the 1890s’ ‘by the well-armed Swartboois and Topnaar commando groups from their settlements at Sesfontein and Fransfontein’, these commandos also ‘preying upon elephants and trading ivory’.87 This violent raiding economy is described as being led from Sesfontein in particular, focusing on key places such Kaoko Otavi further north.88 OtjiHerero-speaking pastoralists were reportedly pushed into an ‘exodus’ across the Kunene, and a retreat into a foraging ‘Tjimba’ lifestyle in the Baynes Mountains,89 ‘later returning to NW Kaokoland in 1920 as the Himba pastoralists’.90 As ‘refugees’ requesting assistance north of the Kunene, from where ovaHerero pastoralist families had previously moved into Kaokoveld, they were named ‘Ovahimbe’ meaning ‘beggars’, the term now used as the ethnonym ‘Ovahimba’.91 Others reportedly moved southwards to Omaruru and Waterberg, or eastwards to Owambo.92 The consolidating and militarised power of the Tswana-Herero Vita Thom and his associates in the raiding economy of southern Angola and north-east Kaokoveld constituted an additional factor, stimulating later movements south-westwards by otjiHerero-speaking pastoralists.93  

			
			Without doubt, raiding occurred and was on occasion very violent. At the same time, this period of history did not only involve vicious “Oorlam Swartbooi and Topnaar Nama” and victimised “Kaoko Herero”. We revisit these histories to convey their more variegated nature: how this period is understood and represented remains relevant for conservation in north-west Namibia today.

			As a starting point, consider a site of multiple graves south of Sesfontein in the land area known by Damara/ǂNūkhoen as Aogubus, crossing the northern parts of today’s Etendeka and Palmwag Tourism Concessions (see Chapter 13). Oral history identifies these graves as those of ǁKhao-a Dama (ǂNūkhoe) individuals reportedly shot by Nama alongside an ovaHerero man called ‘Buku’, hence the name of the site ‘Bukuba-ǂnoahes’: see Figure 1.5.94 In contrast, close to this site is a substantially marked grave of an Aogubu Damara/ǂNūkhoe man called |Ûsegaib: a prominent person who lived here with his three wives close to the spring known as |Aogu-ǁgams: see Figure 1.6. He was looking after goats belonging to Nama living in Sesfontein who came and built this large grave, bringing the pastor from Sesfontein to officiate at the burial.95 Clearly circumstances and alliances were highly dynamic, comprising both violence and respectful reciprocal arrangements. Fluidity and complexity is similarly reflected in a tale of the heroic actions of ǂNūkhoe warrior Tua-kuri-ǂnameb. He is famed for chasing down and attacking ovaHerero kidnappers of ǂNūkhoe children at the spring ǂNaos, which now feeds the settlement of ǂGubitas/Otjindagwe, west of Sesfontein: see Video 1.1. 

			
				
					[image: Site of around ten graves near Bukuba-ǂnoahes  in the Aogubus land area, south-east of Sesfontein, reportedly of ǁKhao-a Dama individuals.]
				

			

			Fig. 1.5 Site of around 10 graves near Bukuba-ǂnoahes in the Aogubus land area, south-east of Sesfontein, reportedly of ǁKhao-a Dama individuals. Photo: © Sian Sullivan, 22.2.2015, CC BY-NC-ND 4.0.

			
				
					[image: Ruben Sanib stands at the well-marked grave of the Aogubu Damara/ǂNūkhoe man |Ûsegaib, who herded livestock for Nama of Sesfontein near the spring of |Aogu-ǁgams south of Sesfontein, now in the Palmwag Tourism Concession.]
				

			

			Fig. 1.6 Ruben Sanib stands at the well-marked grave of the Aogubu Damara/ǂNūkhoe man |Ûsegaib, who herded livestock for Nama of Sesfontein near the spring of |Aogu-ǁgams south of Sesfontein, now in the Palmwag Tourism Concession. Photo: © Sian Sullivan, 22.2.2015, CC BY-NC-ND 4.0. 

			
				
					[image: A man dressed in a pair of grey slacks, red plaid hat with a brim and a white shirt with sleeves rolled up to his elbows points out to the right of the image. He sits up against a large rockform with two other people in the background and holds a stripped wooden stick - likely used as a walking aid.]
				

			

			

			
Video 1.1 Ruben Sanib recounts the heroic actions of ǂNūkhoe warrior Tua-kuri-ǂnameb at sites that are part of the story. Video by Sian Sullivan (2015), at https://hdl.handle.net/20.500.12434/7e9ca87f, © Future Pasts, CC BY-NC-ND 4.0.

			As historian Lorena Rizzo writes, this period is characterised by ‘Kaoko’s instability and its shifting materiality as a territory and socio-political space’, with mobilities blurring ethnic, geographical and economic colonial boundaries.96 There are sources of complexity here that are worth making explicit: they have a bearing on contemporary concerns and biases as they play out today in conservation proposals and interventions in Etosha-Kunene. Indeed, excluded from most contemporary accounts of this period is the complexity of historical circumstances that shift the identities of those raiding in the north in the mid- to late 1800s, and add context about why later Swartbooi and Topnaar raiding occurred. 

			For example, the northwards migration by Topnaar and Swartbooi Nama occurred later than the 1850s and may for some have constituted a return to the north and to prior connections, rather than in-migration to an unknown area (as detailed in Chapter 12). If there were raids taking place this far north in the 1850s, they are unlikely to have been carried out by Swartbooi or Topnaar Nama specifically. Earlier Oorlam Nama raiding activity in north-east Kaokoveld was enacted by Oorlam leader Jonker Afrikaner who had form for raiding ovaHerero cattle in central Namibia (and vice versa).97 In 1857, for example, ‘Afrikaner Oorlams supported by the Rooinasie’—not Swartbooi or Topnaar Nama—undertook ‘raids into Kaoko’.98 In 1860, Jonker Afrikaner led an expedition of 40 wagons on a ‘raiding expedition to Ovamboland’, reportedly removing ‘20,000 head of cattle’ and reaching lands north-west of Etosha Pan where ovaHerero resided.99 These events no doubt contribute to assertions by ovaHimba in archive documents of an ‘Ovambo-Hottentot’ war that prompted southwards movements of ovaHerero from north-east Kaokoveld to central Namibia.100 In these years, however, ǁKhau-|gôan/Swartbooi Nama were located in southern and central Namibia at a time in which Andersson’s trading activities (led from Otjimbingwe) were ‘bring[ing] him into direct conflict with the Namaland chiefs and especially the sovereign, Jonker Afrikaner’, who claimed a monopoly on the cattle trade in central Namibia.101 

			In fact, in the 1860s Swartbooi were the only Nama faction to ally with ovaHerero leader Kamaherero against Oorlam Nama leader Jan Jonker Afrikaner.102 This alliance strengthened when Andersson recruited ovaHerero, including from the Kaokoveld, to attack Jan Jonker and his followers.103 In 1864, and with 2,500 men and a “national flag” designed with Thomas Baines from England, Andersson marched to Rehoboth to ‘join forces with the Swartbooi commando […] to attack the Afrikaners and their allies’, provisioning themselves from ‘Bergdamara’ werfts (settlements) along the way.104 This historical Swartbooi-Herero alliance appears to be absent in the “Kaoko literature” on Swartbooi attacks on ‘Kaoko Herero’;105 even though in 1876 Kamaherero iterates to Palgrave that ‘[t]he Rehoboth people [Swartboois] were always our friends and allies’.106 Having fought against ‘their immediate neighbours’ (Jan Jonker Afrikaner and ǁOaseb—leader of Kaiǁkhaun/Red Nation Nama), the Swartboois fled Rehoboth, trekking towards Otjimbingwe on the Swakop River: ‘just outside Rehoboth, they were surprised by an Afrikaner commando, had their cattle taken, their wagons burnt and several people wounded and killed’.107

			As a consequence of this Swartbooi-Herero alliance, Swartbooi were forced to flee |Anhes (Rehoboth) under attack by a commando led by Jan Jonker Afrikaner,108 the Afrikaners having previously also acted to prevent alliance-building between Topnaar Nama of the !Khuiseb and Swartbooi Nama of Rehoboth.109 The latter eventually settled at Salem on the Swakop River, described in 1866 by Een as:

			now an abandoned mission station inhabited by a Namaqua or Hottentot tribe under a chief with the name Svartberg [Swartbooi], the only Hottentot tribe living in peace with the Damara [Herero] people.110 

			From Salem they moved north to !Am-eib in the Erongo mountains (Figure 1.7), where Abraham Swartbooi (!Ábeb !Huisemab) was the Swartbooi leader at the time of William Coates Palgrave’s commission to the territory in 1876.111 They make it known that, 

			[t]hey desire to move into the Kaoko country, but are not allowed to do so by the Damaras [Herero], who are afraid of permitting the growth of a Namaqua power on their northern frontier, certain as they are that the Zwartboois would be joined by many of the others [sic] Namaquas.112 

			Given the lack of water at !Am-eib, the Swartboois speak of a desire to move to ‘Zesfontein’, with Palgrave trying to persuade them to stay at !Am-eib on the grounds that the Cape government will construct a dam for water provision—a promise that does not appear to have been met.113 

			
				
					[image: Swartbooi Nama huts at !Am-eib at the Erongo/!Oeǂgā mountains in 1876]
				

			

			Fig. 1.7 Swartbooi Nama huts at !Am-eib at the Erongo/!Oeǂgā mountains in 1876. Source: photograph 2685 from Special Commissoner William Coates Palgrave expedition, © National Archives of Namibia, used with permission. 

			Regarding Topnaar Nama who became key actors in the Sesfontein area in the late 1800s: the chronicle of Otjimbingwe for 1864 documents that Topnaar living in the !Khuiseb valley joined forces with the Swartbooi, heading northwards with missionary Johannes Böhm, settling first at !Am-eib, south of the Erongo/!Oeǂgā mountains (Figure 1.7),114 where Damara/ǂNūkhoen also resided.115 !Gomen Topnaar from south of the Walvis Bay area relocated northwards under their chief |Uixab, half of their group staying ‘in their original territory’ (i.e. !Gomes/Walvis Bay).116 It was reportedly only around 1880, when water at !Am-eib became scarce, that the Swartbooi and the Topnaar moved northwards reaching Okombahe (!Aǂgommes), Anixab, Otjitambi and Fransfontein. They also moved into Angola, via the eastern Kaokoveld and the Kunene River crossing that became known as Swartbooisdrift, and back again to settle at Otjitambi near Kamanjab in the late 1870s.117 It is in the 1880s that reportedly ‘groups led by Petrus and Abraham Zwartbooi carried out numerous raids from the Brandberg and Otjitambi against Herero in north-western Hereroland and the Kaokoveld as far as the Kunene’: in ‘an attempt to compensate for poverty, loss of power and loss of autonomy’ in a context of expansionary ovaHerero and their cattle-herds.118

			Simultaneously, this was a moment when an escalating dynamic of “Herero-Nama” raiding across complex and dynamic alliances broke out.119 In the second week of August 1880, a Nama cow reportedly went missing from Gurumanus [ǁGurumâ!nâs] water-hole, west of Rehoboth, where ovaHerero and Nama cattle-posts were situated; leading to ovaHerero beating a Nama they suspected of stealing, and precipitating an armed clash in which ‘Namas got the upper hand, killed most of the cattle-herders and abscond[ed] with nearly 1,500 head of [ancestral holy] Herero cattle’.120 On hearing this news in Okahandja on 24 August, Kamaherero reportedly ‘gave instructions that all the Namas in Damaraland were to be killed in revenge’: 20 were allegedly killed that night in the Nama village at Okahandja; a few days later ‘an estimated 200 Namas had been killed by the Hereros’.121 A heavy struggle followed between Jan Jonker—fleeing Windhoek for Rehoboth—and ovaHerero in the Auas mountains, with Windhoek attacked by ovaHerero, partially destroying the mission station including the home of Rev. Schröder.122 

			These and other events precipitated withdrawal of the Cape Government from the “Transgariep” (i.e. the territory north of the Orange River or !Garib) and an intensification of conflict in the region. Swartboois at !Am-eib made attacks on Otjimbingwe, being joined by Topnaars at Rooibank under Piet Haibeb, and making the mobility of incoming traders very unsafe.123 In 1880 Kamaherero reported to Palgrave that ‘Kaoko Damaras’ (ovaHerero) have killed ‘some [of] Zwartbooi’s people’ in the vicinity of Sesfontein;124 in 1883 Swartboois reportedly attacked a number of Herero cattle-posts;125 and missionary Riechmann, based at Fransfontein from 1891, reports raids from Otjitambi in the 1880s to Owambo in the north and ovaHerero in the south.126 Damara/ǂNūkhoen in west Namibia also suffered in these troubled times. Hundreds are reported to have fled to Omaruru from 1879 due to starvation following drought-induced death of their cattle,127 and at times multiple Damara/ǂNūkhoen were reportedly killed by ovaHerero.128 These losses surely played a role in their submission to recruitment as indentured labourers to households and farms in the Cape Colony from 1879 into the 1880s.129  

			This is the context in which Jan Petrus |Unuweb |Uixamab of the !Gomen/Walvis Bay Topnaar became established as “kaptein” in Sesfontein, having succeeded his brother Hendrik Anibab |Uixamab, successor to his father |Uixab who died in the south before they moved northwards.130 Jan |Uixamab’s arrival in Sesfontein attracted ‘people from the surrounding areas, as the emerging settlement offered new economic opportunities’, causing a centralisation of people in Sesfontein.131 ‘Intensification of agricultural production’ (including of tobacco), accumulation of livestock, and the appropriation of water and grazing resources generated employment in herding and in newly established gardens; and ‘[y]oung men were enrolled into commandos, with which they engaged in raids and hunting trips and supervised herds’.132 Integration was combined with territorial expansion, through ‘intermarriage and participation in the stock economy through loans and the inheritance of cattle’, as well as through herding at stock-posts in the broader landscape.133 Rizzo reports from interviews with Herero associated with Sesfontein that forced coercion is rarely mentioned, although she also argues that Oorlam organisation of the Sesfontein economy involved ‘enforced patronage and loyalties’.134 

			In the 1880s and into the 1890s the Nama population in Sesfontein expanded to close to 500 including dependents (as estimated by missionary Riechmann, based in Fransfontein), a pattern mirrored in Warmquelle and Otjitambi: thriving garden economies established in Sesfontein and Fransfontein complemented Nama herd concentrations in these areas.135 Plaits of tobacco (called !nora) were used to barter for small stock and sometimes cattle;136 aromatic sâi plants were collected by Damara/ǂNūkhoen in especially the Sirib mountains west of Sesfontein (Figure 1.8) for trade elsewhere; and Damara/ǂNūkhoen were recruited to collect ǂao-haib (Caroxylon sp. formerly Salsola) to make soap for washing the fabric clothes worn by the Nama (Figure 1.9). Franz |Haen ǁHoëb of Sesfontein provides a flavour of these circumstances: 

			in the past people used to cook with this plant (ǂao) to make soap for washing […] they burnt the plant and took the ash to mix with cow fat, and they cook it and when it is ready for cutting they put it out, and when it is cool then they cut it with the knife into pieces and use this soap for washing the clothes. […] In the past it was only Nama people who have the material clothes that need washing. ǂNūkhoen just help, and learn from the Namas how to make the soap. They carried the wood [of ǂao] and they bring this wood and they cook that soap for the Namas. And the Nama people gave them food for this work. At that time ǂNūkhoen were only wearing skins which do not need washing with soap.137 

			
				
					[image: Sirib mountains west of Sesfontein/!Nani|aus, where aromatic plants were once gathered for sâi (perfume).]
				

			

			Fig. 1.8 Sirib mountains west of Sesfontein/!Nani|aus, where aromatic plants were once gathered for sâi (perfume). Photo: © Sian Sullivan, 21.11.2015, CC BY-NC-ND 4.0.
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			Fig. 1.9 ǂAo-haib (Caroxylon sp., formerly Salsola) in the Hoanib River west of Sesfontein, formerly used to make soap for clothes washing. Photo: © Sian Sullivan, 21.11.2015, CC BY-NC-ND 4.0. 

			It might be argued that accounts of historical Nama viciousness and ovaHerero victimisation in the Kaokoveld start with two biases that linger in contemporary conservation engagements in Kunene. The first is a perspective of ovaHerero historical presence and Nama/Khoekhoegowab absence in the north-west, permitting the singular narrative outlined above of Herero displacement by incoming Nama ‘hordes’.138 A number of sources, however, indicate the presence of Khoekhoegowab-speaking peoples in north-western parts of Namibia prior to the mid-1800s, their lasting legacy being the numerous Khoekhoegowab names for rivers and springs throughout the region: Hoanib, Hoarusib, Gomadom, Sechomib, Khumib, !Uniab, ǁHuab and !Uǂgab for the westward flowing ephemeral rivers whose dense vegetation and subsurface water offer lifelines in this arid landscape; and Puros, Auses, Dumita, Ganias, Sarusa and Kai-as for places where springs made it possible for people to live and access important food and forage plants in this dryland area.139 Indeed, wide-diameter (around 4 m) circles of hut anchor stones with a central fireplace and room divider have been found near the !Uniab river mouth (now within the Skeleton Coast National Park, SCNP) and dated to ca. 1,000-1,300; these are consistent with Nama/Khoe reed-mat hut construction140 (as discussed in Chapter 12). Review of sources and oral history research also indicates the historical presence of Khoekhoegowab-speaking ǂNūkhoen as well as Haiǁom in many localities in Etosha-Kunene, contributing to the presence of Khoekhoegowab names throughout the area.141 

			The second connected bias is an almost complete absenting of Damara/ǂNūkhoen and ǁUbun histories in Etosha-Kunene, despite the presence of these peoples, sometimes in large numbers, as indicated in many historical sources.142 Some academic analyses of “the Kaokoveld” seem to downplay the histories and perspectives of Khoekhoegowab-speakers.143 As an example, Bollig and Heinemann-Bollig write that, 

			ephemeral rivers of the western Kaokoveld have Damara names (Hoanib, Hoarusib, Huab, Khumib), despite the fact that mainly Himba or Tjimba settled along them (perhaps with the exception of the Huab [ǁHuab]). [Georg] Hartmann already used these river names. Since there was no Damara population settled along these rivers at the time, it is possible that the travellers’ Damara servants had entered these names in the travelogues. 144 

			The Georg Hartmann mentioned here was a key actor in the circumstances of north-west Namibia under German colonisation, as considered in more detail in Section 1.3.1. He may indeed have deployed ‘Damara servants’ on his expeditions from Otavi to the Kaokoveld in the 1890s, but archival sources show that he definitely relied heavily on the knowledge of ‘Swartbooi Nama’ who guided him through this remote area and shared with him the known names of rivers and places in the region. For example, in a report by Hartmann to the colonial administration, which was building up to a suppression of the resistance by diverse Indigenous Africans in the so-called Swartbooi/Grootberg Uprising of 1897–1898 (see Section 1.3.2), it is a Johannes Swartbooi, based in the areas of Otjitambi and Fransfontein, who is named as a lead guide for Hartmann’s Kaokoveld expeditions.145 Multiple other sources document the presence of Khoekhoegowab-speakers in these areas of the north-west in the late 1800s, as reviewed in Chapters 12 and 13.

			Indeed, historical and oral history sources indicate that a southwards movement of Nama pastoralists prior to the so-called “ovaKuena wars” of the late 1800s was itself precipitated by ovaHerero south-eastwards migration into central Namibia in around the late 1700s, reportedly stimulated by poor rains in Kaoko.146 This expansion impacted Nama and Damara/ǂNūkhoen residing in these areas, cutting off ‘[t]he more northerly Toppners [ǂAonin] […] from all communication with those about Walfisch Bay’.147 Thus, ‘[a]t the beginning of the 19th century the Topnaar are said to have reached the mouth of the Swakop (tsoa-xou-b)’, their migration perhaps ‘related to the advance of the Herero into the Kaokoveld’:148 accounts that iterate similar observations by Captain James Edward Alexander in 1837,149 and anthropologist Winifred Hoernlé in the early 1900s:150 discussed further in Chapter 12.

			The erasure and delegitimising of the histories of Khoekhoegowab-speaking peoples in some analyses of Namibia’s north-west contribute to contemporary marginalisation of Khoekhoegowab-speakers in Etosha-Kunene. It is arguably a reason why their concerns in relation to current conservation and land designations remain poorly understood or engaged with (see Chapters 3, 12 and 13).151 In sum, German colonisation enters the scene at a time of immense fluidity and change in Etosha-Kunene, the implications of which reverberate into the present. 

			

		
		

1.3 German colonisation

			In the early 1880s, German businessman Adolf Lüderitz announced his intention ‘to establish a trading-post along the South West African coast’, simultaneously requesting ‘German protection’, confirmed by Imperial Chancellor Bismarck in 1884.152 Lüderitz’s representative, 20-year-old Heinrich Vogelsang, agreed a land purchase from Captain Josef Fredericks of Bethanie encompassing Angra Pequeña Bay (now Lüderitz in !Namiǂgûs Constituency) and adjoining territory: later extended down to the Orange River, this large area becoming known as “Lüderitzland”.153 Following a complex series of negotiations between Germany and Britain, in 1884 Germany annexed the territory, with some exceptions such as the Walvis Bay enclave claimed by Britain.154 This new colonial state impetus had significant implications for land and society in Etosha-Kunene. Land, “natural resources” and people became incorporated into commercial enterprises linked to increasingly militarised state protection. The first German Schutztruppe—Protectorate troops of the German Colonial Company for South West Africa—arrived in the late 1880s and were reinforced in subsequent years.155 Many Schutztruppe personnel derived from distinguished military families and Prussian nobility, and were later incorporated into the colony’s ‘land police’ (Landespolizei).156 

			In this section we first outline processes of state incorporation, as these played out in Etosha-Kunene through treaties permitting commercial access to resources, as well as through intensified hunting and missionary activity. We then look at the radically disruptive impacts of rinderpest in the late 1890s, and its links in Etosha-Kunene to Indigenous resistance and the militarised suppression that ultimately made possible colonial appropriation of formerly inhabited lands. We conclude by considering the emergence of formal state policy regarding so-called game, and the establishment of “game reserves” in the wake of these disruptions. 

			1.3.1 State colonial incorporation: Treaties, hunting, missionaries 


			At the end of January 1885, an agent of Lüderitz called Waldemar Belck left Walvis Bay for ‘the Kaokoveld’, holding conferences at Otjitambi—a big waterhole south-east of Kamanjab—with the Swartbooi captain Cornelius Swartbooi (|Hôa-|arab !Âbemab157) for ‘the purchase of their territory’;158 also claimed by Kamaherero.159 Belck was joined by Ludwig Kock who had recently obtained ‘a very favourable mining concession from Jan Jonker [Afrikaner]’ further south.160 On 19 June, Kock “bought” ‘the Kaokoveld from Cornelius Swartbooi’, excluding Okombahe (!Aǂgommes/‘Nattbout’) and its grazing lands [which in around 1873 had been allocated to ‘Berg Damaras’], for R200, with R10 to be received by the Swartbooi for ‘every mine worked in 
the territory’: 

			[t]he border went from Omaruru to the mouth of the Omaruru River, along the coast as far as Cape Frio, from there to Swartboois Drift on the Kunene River and then via Nattbout [Okombahe/!Aǂgommes] and Ameib [!Am-eib] to Omaruru.161 

			German scientist Waldemar Belck also conducted anthropometric measurements at Otjitambi.162 Kock subsequently went ‘to the section of the Topnaar tribe living at Sesfontein under Captain Jan Uichamab [|Uixamab]’, receiving on 4 July ‘a declaration from them in which they relinquished their claim to the Kaokoveld and acknowledged the contract of sale with Cornelius Swartbooi’, from which would be excluded Sesfontein and its grazing lands ‘which would remain the Topnaars’ private property’: the Topnaars received R100 for their rights, again with R10 for ‘every mine worked in the territory’.163 Lüderitz thus acquired ‘the right of development and utilisation of all mineral resources’ for the ‘coastal strip’ from 22°S (around the mouth of the Omaruru/ǁEseb River) to Cape Frio, ‘while the captains reserved control over their places of residence and their pastures’.164 As Rizzo writes, these treaties are the first written official documents through which the north-west Oorlam Nama leadership formally expressed their claim to the north-west,165 subsequent to Kamaherero’s claim expressed to Palgrave in 1876, as per Figure 1.3. This 1880s process involved negotiation of ‘a detailed territorial outline of the region’, later drawn on in the establishment of colonial companies intended to control extractive possibilities, see Figure 1.10 below.166 The Swartbooi/|Uixamab “sale” of rights to this large area of the north-west was contested by Herero Captain Manasse at Omaruru, in a meeting at Okahandja with Dr Göring of the colonial administration:

			[a]fter he had learnt of the sale of the Kaokoveld the previous July, Manasse had put his objections to this to the Kaiser. Although the territory was not being inhabited by the Hereros at that moment, it was [considered] Herero land and neither the Topnaars nor the Swartbooi Hottentots had any right to sell it. Dr. Göring tried to settle the matter by reprimanding Cornelius Swartbooi. He pointed out to the Swartbooi captain that he and his tribe had only settled at Otjitambi in the Kaokoveld in 1882 and therefore did not own the territory [although see Section 1.2.3 for background here]. It would have been much better if they had first obtained the permission of the Hereros at Omaruru before they had sold the territory. In the same breath Dr. Göring strongly advised Cornelius Swartbooi to place himself under German protection.167


			By 1887, and under the leadership of Cornelius, the Swartboois had settled in Fransfontein where, from December 1891, they were joined by RMS missionary Heinrich Riechmann.168 Riechmann tells of people he calls ‘Bergdamara’ (i.e. ǂNūkhoen) living in the larger area around Fransfontein who ‘were resettled to Tsumamas, a fountain about 25kms east of Fransfontein [… also with] good soils for gardening and plenty of water’.169 In the early 1890s, the RMS established a mission station at Tsumamas/Otjimbuima under missionary Friedrich Kremer especially for so-called ‘Bergdamara’ who came from werfts (dwelling places) in all directions: this was abandoned soon after for ǁGaub near Otavi, established as the future station for those settled at Tsumamas.170 In the mid-1880s, the director of the Botanical Museum of Zurich (Hans Schinz) journeyed through German South West Africa (GSWA),171 similarly encountering a number of ‘Bergdamara’ huts at ‘Otjovasandu’ (also ǂKhoabendus): he reports the area as rich in open water pools and pasture, with large antelope herds, springbok especially, caught in snares attached to trees and consumed alongside veld foods; a ‘Bergdamara’ bringing him a fur bag filled with berries.172 In 1893, some groups of ‘Bergdamara’ (around 200 people) led by their leader !Naruseb [!Nauriseb173] arrived at Okombahe from Sesfontein, complaining that |Uixamab’s people made war on them, and asking those at Okombahe to accommodate them.174 In the late 1800s both Jan |Uixamab of Sesfontein and Cornelius Swartbooi of Fransfontein wrote to the Rhenish Mission Society (RMS) requesting missionaries (on which more below).175

			Further east, William Worthington Jordan, a “mixed race” trader from the Cape, and Kambonde (son of Ndonga king Kampingana), reached an agreement with regard to a 25,000 km2 concession of land for Trekboer in Angola associated with Jordan: the concession stretched between Grootfontein, Otavi, Etosha Pan (with Okaukeujo and Ombika as the western boundary), and the Waterberg.176 Kambonde and his father ceded to Jordan a piece of land of around 957 geographical square miles in the south-east corner of Ondonga’s area, reportedly against the payment of 25 muskets, a “salted horse” (i.e. a horse with resistance to sickness177), and a cask of brandy.178 This “Republic of Upingtonia” was proclaimed in 1885 with 46 Boers signing an agreement as citizens of the new Republic, and the land subdivided by Jordan although he ‘retained the mineral and trading rights for the whole area’.179 The farmers here had to cope with “Bushmen” attacks on a daily basis,180 with at least two Upingtonia settlers (Todd and du Toit) being shot.181 Like Manasse in relation to the Kaokoveld, when Kamaherero heard about the Upingtonia contract he also laid claim to the area, but without success.182 In June 1886, Jordan was murdered in Ovamboland by ‘[p]eople of the chief Nehale of Ondangwa’ (Kambonde’s brother), rumoured to have acted on behalf of Kamaherero; after which the Republic of Upingtonia was dissolved and the area placed under German protection.183 

			In 1895 a Johannes Kruger was appointed by German governor Leutwein as ‘Captain of the natives’ of Grootfontein—namely ‘Bushmen and Damaras and of all people who lived at Ghaub’ [ǁGaub]—who were required to recognise German sovereignty.184 At !Naidaus south of Etosha Pan, German Captain von Estorff re-negotiated a ‘protection treaty’ (Schutsvertrag) with a ‘Captein Aribib’, incorporating environmental permissions and restrictions: 

			[t]he Bushmen cede to the German government the entire territory to which they believed up to now to have claimed. It extends from the area of Outjo up to the area of Grootfontein. The northern limit is the Etosha Pan. The southern limit is formed by the northernmost werfts of the Hereros. In return, the German government promises to provide the Bushmen with security and protection from everyone. The Bushmen may not be driven away from the waterhole !Naidaus, where they are presently. They are also entitled at all times and everywhere on their former territory to collect veldkos. In return, they promise not to oppose the settlement of German farmers, but to be of assistance to them and to remain on good terms with them. In particular they promise not to set grass fires. Captein Aribib vows to remain always loyal to the German government and to meet its requirements with good will. He receives, as long as he fulfils this obligation, an annual salary of 500 marks. For every grass fire noted in the area described in paragraph 1, 20-50 marks will be deducted.185


			In 1893 the German colonial company for South West Africa (Deutsche Kolonial-Gesellschaft für Südwest-Afrika) transferred the rights it had acquired from Lüderitz (in 1885) to Hirsch and Co., later the Kaoko Land and Mining Company (Kaoko Land und Minen Gesellschaft, KLMG), reportedly for £45,000.186 The KLMG’s commercial rights were considered to involve the land depicted in Figure 1.10a—an area now lodged in popular consciousness as “Kaoko” or “Kaokoveld”,187 although this ‘Kaoko identity’ does not necessarily match Indigenous framings of this territory (see Chapter 13).188 The company was represented by surveyor Dr Georg Hartmann in strategic alliance with German colonial governor Leutwein.189 Hartmann thereby became a key actor in the fate and fortunes of the peoples of this area. His first ‘Kaoko-Feld’ expedition in 1894 travelled from Otavi to Otjitambi, along the Hoanib River to ‘Seßfontein’, and then to the coast; returning southwards on the gravel plains across the !Uniab and ǁHuab rivers to a meeting point at Sorris-Sorris east of the Brandberg; then back to the limestone concession area of the South West Africa Co., south of Etosha (also see Chapter 12).190 His second expedition to investigate ‘a route for transporting copper by rail from the Otavi area to the coast, and to explore the coast for a suitable harbour’,191 as well as to examine ‘the whole coast of the ǂUgab-river north of Cape Cross to the Kunene mouth for guano and landing sites’,192 involved military personnel who in 1897–1898 were deployed to suppress insurgency in the north-west (see Section 1.3.2). 

			Hartmann’s north-west expeditions drew attention to the prolific indigenous fauna and spectacular scenery of the area. On reaching the Kunene River via the Marienfluss, he writes:

			[t]he enormous abundance of game in the whole northern area was remarkable, it is a true El Dorado for the hunter for all antelope species up to the rare rooibuck [impala, Aepyceros melampus] and waterbuck [Kobus ellipsiprymnus], one sees ostrich herds up to 100 animals; the elephant appears in herds, the giraffe [Giraffa camelopardalis angolensis] in smaller troops, and the isolated rhinoceros. The traces of lions are numerous, they only clear the field where the elephant appears, and they move with the big antelope-herds which move around to the good grass-grazing pastures in the country.193


			Eberhard Rosenblad, a Swedish navy captain who accompanied Hartmann’s second Kaokoveld expedition in 1895–1896 confirmed that: 

			[t]he further north we went, the more plentiful became the supply of game. We encountered giraffe on several occasions. Here they occurred in herds, and then we had our fill of their delicate marrowbones. Gemsbok [Oryx gazella] were also plentiful.194


			Rosenblad describes hunting elephant on a moonlit night, near Kaoko Otavi:

			[w]hen the elephants had finally had enough water inside as well as outside and prepared to move off, we selected the two biggest ones for sacrifice. They were shot behind their shoulders and did not get very far before they collapsed. […] When we reached the dead animals, we found that our booty consisted of two big males, but that their teeth—in this country the hunters usually use this word instead of “tusks”—were broken and also otherwise damaged.

			As the method of hunting that we had had to employ on this occasion was unsporting and could be regarded as unnecessary slaughter, we decided never to use it again. It is a different matter when you encounter the animals in daytime and in the open veld.195 

			The infrequent references by Hartmann and Rosenblad to their local guides suggests that they rendered somewhat invisible the presence of these key local actors, bringing to the fore their own agency and instrumentalising surveillance of the Northern Namib and the ‘Kaoko-Feld’. The presence throughout the north-west landscape of local peoples is similarly glossed over (as well as strongly racialised). Nonetheless, Hartmann notes numerous peoples in these areas: ‘Berg-Damara’ in mountainous areas of the ‘southern part of the Kaoko-Feld’, as well as ‘numerously at the Brandberg, on whose plateaus small independent tribes still live, practising small animal husbandry (sheep and goat breeding), and [also] north to the |Uni!ãb [!Uniab] and Franzfontein’; ovaHerero in the north-eastern Kaokoveld, their relatives migrating south-eastwards; and ‘Zwartboois’ and ‘Toppnaers’ Nama at Fransfontein and Seßfontein, feared by northern ovaHerero but who ‘rendered outstanding services’ as guides and ‘[a]t my instigation […] recognized German patronage in 1894’.196 
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			Fig. 1.10 ‘Karte des Landbesitzes und der Minengerechtsame in Deutsch-Südwestafrika’ (Map of Land Ownership and Mining Rights in German South-West Africa), by Max Moisel and Paul Sprigade 1914, Staatsbibliothek zu Berlin—Preußischer Kulturbesitz: a) detail of the Kaoko Land und Minen Gesellschaft area; b. full map. Source: Public domain image, via Wikimedia Commons, https://commons.wikimedia.org/wiki/File:Karte_des_Landbesitzes_und_der_Minengerechtsame_in_Deutsch-S%C3%BCdwestafrika.jpg, CC BY-NC-ND 4.0.

			Indeed, in the vicinity of Sanitatis north of Sesfontein, Hartmann and Rosenblad were ‘visited by the important chief Jan Ugamab [|Uixamab], who arrived from his headquarters at Zesfontein accompanied by about 40 of his subjects’.197 The area ‘south of Etosha, which was still full of elephants and other wildlife’ is described as ‘only inhabited by bushmen and few mountain-Damara’.198 The German Colonial Handbook (Deutsche Kolonial-Handbuch) first published in 1896 provides an illuminating description of Nama settlement in the north-west in this year:

			[t]he mat houses of the Zwartbooi Hottentots, of which there are about 450, form a wide circle around the spring [at Franzfontein]. The water is bright and clear, free of any bad taste; it is a little warm at the spring, but cools down quickly. The surrounding area is rich in bushes and trees to the south, east and west, and there are several small springs, some of which are good pastures. The view is limited by a low mountain range. Franzfontein offers a good passage through the mountains on the way north. A gate leads to Otjitambi (copper mine), inhabited by Zwartboois people, and to Zesfontein, the six-spring place, where a part of the Topnars, belonging to the Hottentots of the Walfischbai, is currently staying.199


			A feature of colonial encounters with African peoples throughout Etosha-Kunene in the 1890s is the increasing use of photography to provide a visual record, with accompanying narratives illustrating how colonial actors sought to understand and delineate ethnic identities and to link these with specific localities. Figure 1.11 provides one set of images and their locations from this decade, including: ‘ovaTjimba’ in the far north-west of what is now Kunene Region; so-called ‘Bergdamara’ [ǂNūkhoen] close to the west of Etosha Pan; so-called ‘Bushmen’ [Haiǁom] north of Etosha Pan; ‘Swartbooi Nama’ [ǁKhau-|gôan], south of Etosha Pan; and so-called ‘Seebushmanner’ [ǁUbun] at the Hoanib River mouth.200

			
				
					[image: Photographed encounters with diverse peoples across Etosha-Kunene in the 1890s.]
				

			

			Fig. 1.11 Photographed encounters with diverse peoples across Etosha-Kunene in the 1890s. Sources: Hartmann (1897: 123, 129) and Rudner & Rudner [Möller] (1974[1899]: opp. 147, 162), out of copyright. Map prepared by Sian Sullivan using Google Maps (the coloured dots represent selected colonial travellers’ journeys, see Figure 1.2): Map data © 2024 Google, INEGI Imagery © 2024 NASA, TerraMetrics, CC BY-NC-ND 4.0.

			Already in the mid-1880s, the German colonial government was also attempting to fix the northern boundary with Portugal, ‘yet neither country had any jurisdiction over the Ovambo’,201 whilst borders between Kaokoland and the western Owambo kingdoms (Uukwaluudhi, Uokuolonkadhi, Ongandjera) remained open.202 As had occurred in the 1860s further south (see Section 1.1.3), in the 1880s and 1890s, European hunters and traders became increasingly concerned about competition from Oorlam Nama also seeking to exploit the wildlife resources of the north-west. In the late 1800s, Axel Eriksson had a hunting camp south of the Kunene River and, like KLMG surveyor Dr Georg Hartmann in 1900, reports large Portuguese hunting parties crossing the Kunene into Kaoko,203 competing with Oorlam hunters.204 In these years Mossamedes, the most important harbour on the southwest Angolan coast, was the main outlet for ivory from north-western Namibia.205 The ‘[s]cope and scale of Oorlam involvement in the underground trade [in southern Angola] would trouble the SWA colonial administration in the making’,206 encouraging moves towards its suppression. Between 1885 and 1907 Angola Boers took part ‘as volunteers in ten expeditions against [so-called] insurgent natives’, playing ‘an important part in the subjugation of the remote territories of Angola to Portuguese authority’.207 In 1890 Angola Trekboers fought Petrus Swartbooi and associates, and in a ‘final clash’ in 1893 Nama in Angola were ‘soundly defeated and did not venture to cross the Kunene again’: reportedly 37 Nama and two Trekboer were killed in this event.208 Conflict such as this is perhaps a contributing factor that explains why David Swartbooi of Otjitambi signed a protection treaty with the German colonial government (Figure 1.12), even though his captaincy was not recognised by all, with Lazarus Swartbooi considered the leader at Fransfontein.209 

			
				
					[image: Governor Leutwein's negotiation with the Swartboois and Topnaars in Outjo in September 1895.]
				

			

			
Fig. 1.12 ‘Negotiation with the Swartboois and Topnaars September 1895’, Outjo. Source: Leutwein (1906: 66, 
out of copyright).

			These are the dynamic colonial circumstances into which the critically disruptive ‘agent’ of rinderpest appeared in 1897,210 precipitating heightened colonial control, intensified Indigenous insurgence, militarised colonial response, and ultimately systematic appropriation of land and livestock. 

			
			1.3.2 Rinderpest, colonial control and Indigenous resistance

			The rinderpest epidemic arrived in the Horn of Africa in the late 1880s, ‘possibly carried by Indian cattle imported into Eritrea by the Italian colonists’.211 In June 1896, an import ban ‘on all ruminants and their products’ was ‘issued by German military command’, beginning attempts to halt this highly contagious disease, which affected cattle and other cloven-hooved animals such as buffalo (Syncerus caffer) and large antelope like eland (Taurotragus oryx) and kudu (Tragelaphus strepsiceros).212 Rinderpest is described as spreading ‘through the country “like a tempest”’: German authorities estimated that ‘50% of the country’s cattle herd perished within the first six months of the panzootic and over the next year up to 90% mortality was reported among Herero herds in the central highlands’.213 The death of some 90% of cattle in southern Angola pushed pastoralists further into the Portuguese colonial economy, including working as mercenaries with Trekboers as the Portuguese sought to contain rebellions of oshiWambo-speaking peoples in southern Angola.214 This is the context in which leaders such as Vita Thom enhanced their regional power to become powerful headmen and raiders of livestock in the north-west in the early 1900s,215 stimulating south-westerly movements of ovaHimba from north-east Kaokoveld (as documented in Section 1.2.3).

			Following a conference on the rinderpest crisis convened in late August 1896 by the British Cape Colony at Vryburg (British Bechuanaland, now Botswana),216 a “defense line” or Absperrline was established to control movement of livestock between northern “native” areas and southern and central European settlement areas.217 This cordon consisted of a chain of military outposts, some of which became permanent after the pandemic ran its course, a situation with lasting effects for Indigenous inhabitants.218 The ‘northern district’ centred on Outjo, where a military station had been established by Leutwein in 1895,219 officially charged with controlling the spread of rinderpest and trade in livestock.220 The four most north-western stations were located from west to east at Tsawisis in the west, Omaruru on the ǁHuab River, Kauas-Okawa/Okaua, to Okaukuejo (the largest station), from which it ran along the southern margin of the Etosha Pan towards the next station at Namutoni: see Figure 1.13.221 A roughly 30 km neutral zone or ‘no go’ area was proclaimed north of the line, ‘defined by the specific water holes that were banned from use’222—the clearance of which echoes to this day in visions of this area as a ‘wildlife corridor’ rather than a livestock-herding and inhabited area (see Chapters 3, 13 and 14). Additional ‘military outposts along the east-west axis at Grootfontein, Otavifontein, Naidaus, and Fransfontein’, began to ‘sever any alliance between the Owambo and Herero regions’.223 Fransfontein, which by this year had a mission congregation under missionary Riechmann of 460 people or half the Swartbooi of the area, was thus positioned inside the Police Zone. Sesfontein, which had gained the young evangelist Nicodemus Kido (also ‘Gaseb’) after a visit by missionary Riechmann—as well as most of ‘Kaoko’—was beyond this ‘red line’.224 

			
				
					[image: The most westerly veterinary stations in the ‘cordon’ established between November 1896 and February 1897.]
				

			

			

			Fig. 1.13 The most westerly veterinary stations in the ‘cordon’ (red markers) established between November 1896 and February 1897. Map prepared by Sian Sullivan, using Google Maps: Map data © 2024 Google, INEGI Imagery © 2024 NASA, TerraMetrics, CC BY-NC-ND 4.0.
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